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Administrative Order on Consent

Above Mean Sea Level

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
Air Sparging

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Ambient Water Quality Criteria

Beatrice Corporation

Boston and Maine

Board of Health

Baseline Risk Assessment

Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene

Clean Air Act

Catalytic Oxidation

Consent Decree

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act

Code of Federal Regulations

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene

Contaminant of Concern

Contaminants of Potential Concern

Clean Water Act

1,2-Dichloroethene

Ecology & Environment, Inc.

MADEP’s Groundwater Use and Value Determination
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering (now the MADEP)
Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

Executive Order

Explanation of Significant Difference

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Flame Ionization Detector

Former Drum Disposal Area

Feasibility Study

Granular Activated Carbon

GeoTrans, Inc. {consultant to Grace)

gallons per minute

W.R. Grace & Co. - Conn
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MCP
MDC
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PRP
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Health and Safety Plan

Halis Brook Holding Area

Harvard Project Services, LLC (consultant to UniFirst)
Hazard Ranking System

Light Emitting Diode

Light Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

Long Term Monitoring

Massachusetts Department of Envirormental Protection
Massachusctts Bay Transportation Authonty
Maximum Contaminant Level

Massachusetts Contingency Plan

Metropolitan District Commission

Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Menitored Natural Attenuation

Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

National Center for Environmental Assessment
National Contingency Plan

New England Plastics Corporation

National Priorities List

Olympia Nominee Trust

Operation and Maintenance

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Operable Unit

Operable Unit 1 — Wells G&H Source Area Properties
Operable Unit 2 ~ Central Area

Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River Study
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
Polychlonnated biphenyl

Tetrachloroethene

Photoionization Detector

parts per billion

parts per million-volume

Preliminary Remediation Goal

Potentially Responsible Party

Pounds per square inch
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RETEC
RCRA
RiD

RI

RI/FS
RME
ROD
RPM
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SDWA
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TBCs
TCE
TCLP
1,1,1.-TCA
trans-1,2-DCE
TRC
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UniFirst
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Definition

The RETEC Group {consultant to Beatnice at Wildwood)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Reference Dose

Remedial Investigation

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Reasonable Maximum Exposure

Record of Decision

Remedial Project Manager

standard cubic feet per minute

Safe Drinking Water Act

Soil Vapor Extraction

To Be Considereds

Trichloroethene

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
1,1,1-Tnchloroethane
trans-t,2-Dichloroethene

TRC Environmental Corporation

Toxic Substances Control Act

Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility
TetraTech NUS, Inc.

UniFirst Corporation
Ultra-viotet/chemical oxidation

Volatile Organic Compound

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey
Wildwood Conservation Corporation
Woodard and Curran, Inc. (consultant to NEP)
Woburn Redevelopment Authority
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Wells G&H Superfund Site (the Site) is a 330-acre Site located in Woburn, Massachusetts
(see Figures 1 and 2 provided in Attachment 1). The Site includes the aquifer and land located
within the zone of contribution of two former municipal drinking water wells known as Wells G
and H, which are located adjacent to the Aberjona River. The boundaries of the Site are Route
128 (Interstate 95) to the north, Route 93 to the ¢ast, the Boston and Maine (B&M) Railroad to
the west, and Salem and Cedar Streets to the south (see Figure 1 in Atiachment 1).

The Site is segregated into three operable units, the Source Area (OU-1) properties, the Central
Area (OU-2), and the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

The OU-1 Source Area properties consist of the W.R. Grace & Company (Grace), UniFirst
Corporation (UniFirst), New England Plastics (NEP), Wildwood Conservation Corporation
(Wildwood), and Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia), the locations of which are depicted on
Figure 2 (provided in Attachment 1).

The selected remedy identified in the 1989 record of decision (ROD) for the Source Area (OU-1)
properties included the following:

o Treatment of contaminated soil using in-situ volatilization at Wildwood property;

» Excavation and on-site incineration of contaminated soils at Wildwood, Olympia,
NEP, and UniFirst;

» Treatment and/or disposal of sludge and debris found at Wildwood property in a
manner to be determined during the design phase of the clean-up; and

» Extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater separately at the five Source
Area properties using pre-treatment for metals and an air stripper to remove volatile
organic contaminants, or an equally or more effective technology approved by EPA.
The extraction systems will be designed to address the specific bedrock and/or
overburden contamination at each source area property.

EPA’s April 25, 1991 Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) described three significant

changes and one non-significant change from the remedial actions to be undertaken at the Source
Areas (OU-1) as set forth in the ROD. Those changes were as follows:

Significant Changes

e On-site incineration of soils at the Wildwood, NEP, and Olympia properties was
changed to off-site incineration;

+ In-situ volatilization would be used on the UniFirst property rather than incineration;
and

L2004-29%0) Vil



» A typographical error was corrected resulting in more stringent target clean-up levels
for groundwater.

Other Non-Significant Change

¢ Groundwater extraction systems could be combined for the UniFirst and Grace
properties.

The 1991 ESD provided for certain changes to the soil and groundwater remedy, but the overall
remedy remained fundamentally the same: incineration and in-situ volatilization of contaminated
soils, removal of sludge and debris, and extraction and treatment of groundwater at the source
areas.

Operable Units 2 (Central Area) and 3 (the Aberjona River Study) have been identified for
further study by certain Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) and EPA, respectively. A remedy
has not yet been selected for the Central Area (OU-2) and the Aberjona River Study (QU-3).

This is the second five-year review for the Wells G&H Site. The first five-year review was
completed in August 1999. The five-year review is required because hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Sit¢ above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure.

This five-year review concluded that the Source Area (OU-1) remedy is functioning as designed
and continues to be protective of current human health and the environment, However, in order
for the remedy to be protective in the long term, institutional controls should be implemented at
the source areas to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater until the remedy is completed.
Additional treatment and/or measures to ensure capture may be required at some of the Source
Area (OU-1) properties. The Endangerment Assessment performed for EPA in 1988 did not
cover all potential exposures to groundwater, and the basis for identifying contaminants of
concern (COCs) has changed since implementation of the ROD, which will require additional
evaluation to ensure future protectiveness. Indoor air vapor intrusion has also emerged as an
issue as EPA technical guidance on this matter has evolved. Lastly, Ambient Water Quality
Criteria (AWQC) associated with aquatic life have decreased since the ROD; therefore, the
impact of these changes needs to be assessed since discharge limitations on remedial system
effluent were based in part on AWQCs. (Overall impacts of AWQC changes on the Aberjona
River will be evaluated as part of the Aberjona River Study [OU-31).
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name (from WasteLAN): Wells G&H Superfund Site

EPAID (from WasteL AN): MAD980732168

City/County: Middlesex

NPL status: B Final (0 Deleted O Other (specify)

Remediation status (chocse all that apply): O Under Construction & Operating [0 Complete

Multiple OUs?* @ YES ONO | Construction completion date:

Has site been put into reuse? O YES B NO

'l Lead agency: @ EPA [ State (I Tribe [ Other Faderal Agency
Author name: Joseph F. LeMay, PE

Author title: Remedial Project Manager Author affiliation: U.S. EPA Region 1

Review pariod:** 5 /11/ 2004 to 9/30/ 2004

Date of site inspection: 8/3/2004, 8/18/2004

Type of raview:
B Post-SARA O Pre-SARA O NPL-Removal anly
O Non-NPL Remedial Action Site O NPL State/Tribe-lead
0O Regional Discration

Review number; 11 (firsty B 2 (second) {13 (third) OJ Other (specify)

Triggering action:

O Actual RA Onsite Construction at O [ Actual RA Start at OU#
[ Construction Completion ® Previgus Five-Year Review Report
O Other (specify)

Triggering action date (from Wastef AN): August 1999

Due date (five years after triggering action date): September 2004

T'OW” refers to operable unit.)

**{Review peried should correspond to the actual start and end dates of the Five-Year Review in
WastelLAN.)

L I
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Issues:

Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.

There is no information that calls into question the current protectiveness of the Source Area (OU-1) remedy.
However, conditions were identified that could affect the future protectiveness of the Source Area (OU-1)
remedy and require further data collection, analysis or remedial/corrective actions. These issues include:

1,
2.

hopw

9.

10.

{1

Lack of institutional controls at Source Area (OU-1) properties;

Lack of groundwater treatment at NEP and presence of PCE and TCE above ROD action levels
in groundwater,

Groundwater extraction at UniFirst is not achieving design capture objectives;

Soil remedy at UniFirst has not been implemented;

Area south of Wildwood treatment system may have groundwater in excess of ROD action levels
and is not receiving treatment;

Insufficient information to document groundwater contaminant capture in bedrock at Wildwood;
The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion uses of
groundwater and therefore may not be representative of all potential exposures;

Arsenic and manganese were not identified as COCs in the 1989 ROD. At some of the source
area properties, historical arsenic concentrations exceed the current arsenic primary MCL (10
ug/L), and manganese concentrations exceed current manganese toxicity values;

An evaluation of the groundwater to indoor air pathway indicates potential risks at Source Area
{OU-1) properties depending on future land use;

AWQCs associated with aquatic life have decreased since the ROD. AWQCs were used, in part,
to establish effluent limits for remedial system discharges; and

Groundwater remedy at Qlympia has not been implemented.

Additional concerns were identified that affect neither current nor future protectiveness of the Source Area

{OU-1) remedy but may impact operations and maintenance, or are associated with the Central Area (OU-2) or
the Aberjona River Study (OU-3). Any concerns related to operation and maintenanice and OU-2 will be
addressed with the PRPs. Any other concems related to OU-3 will be addressed by EPA.

Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

1.
2

12004-290

10.
1.

Implement institutional controls at Source Area properties.

Assess groundwater conditions since treatment shut down, evaluate the need for further
groundwater and soil treatment, and where appropriate consider other treatment options, Install
downgradient monitoring well(s) to define downgradient extent of groundwater contamination,
Replace extraction pump.

Review soil contamination issues at UniFirst 1o establish data needs for implementation of
technical solutions.

Assess groundwater conditions south of Wildwoed Treatment System, evaluate the need for
further groundwater and soil treatment, and where appropriate consider other treatment remedies
Develop and implement plan to assess capture in bedrock at Wildwood.

Evaluate exposures not addressed by Endangerment Assessment using up-to-date groundwater
data,

Assess groundwater conditions at appropriate Source Area properties

Evaluate risk from exposure to indoor air at the Source Area (OU-1) properties based on up-to-
date groundwater data if property is developed.

Revise NPDES equivalent discharge standards as needed based upon current AWQCs.

Evaluate progress of Olympia TCE soil remedy under the AOC removal action. Assess need for
groundwater cleanup at end of removal action.
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Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.
Protectiveness Statement(s)

The remedy at the Wells G&H Superfund Site currently protects human health and the
environment, However, in order for the remedy 1o be protective in the long term,
instittional controls should be implemented at the Source Area properties to prevent
|| exposure 1o groundwater and unremediated soil areas until the remedy is completed,
Additional treatment and/or measures to ensure capture may be required at some of the
Source Area (OU-1) properties. The Endangerment Assessment did not cover all potential
exposures to groundwater, and the basis for idemifying COCs has changed since
implementation of the ROD, which will require additional evaluation to ensure
representativeness and fumure protectiveness. Indoor air vapor intrusion has also emerged as
an issug as EPA technical gnidance on this matter has evolved. Lastly, AWQCs associated
with aquatic life have decreased since the ROD; therefore, the impact of these changes needs ]
I‘ 1o be assessed.

Other Comunents
Operable Units 2 (Central Area) and 3 (the Aberjona River Study) have been identified for

further study by the PRPs and EPA, respectively. However, a remedy has not yet been
selected for the Central Area {OU-2) and Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this five-year review is to determine whether the remedy for the Wells G&H
Superfund Site (the Site) is protective of human health and the environment. The methods,
findings and conclusions of this review are documented in this second Five-Year Review Report.
In addition, this report identifies issues found during this five-year review along with
recommendations to address them.

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region | has conducted this five-year
review pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA §121 states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall
review such remedial action no less ofien than each five years after the initiation
of such remedial action to assure that human health and the environment are
being protected by the remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon
such review it is the judgment of the President that action is appropriate at such
site in accordance with section {104] or {106], the President shall take or require
such action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of facilities for
which such review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any actions
taken as a result of such reviews.

The NCP part 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) states:

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than
every five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.

This is the second five-year review for the Wells G&H Superfund Site. The completion of the
first five-year review, in August 1999, is the trigger for this second five-year review. This
statutory review is required due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.

12004-290 1-1



2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

investigates groundwater contamination,

Event Date
*Riley Well 2" began operation on Wildwood Conservation 1958
Corporation {Wildwood) property.
Municipal water well G developed. 1964
Municipal water well H developed. 1967
Woburn police find abandoned drums at Massachusetts Bay 1979
Transportation Authority (MBTA) property on Mishawum Road.
The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 1979
(MADEP) finds contamination in the City of Wobum water wells G
and H. The wells are subsequently closed.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 1981

The Wells G&H Site is proposed for the National Priorities List
(NPL).

December 1982

The Wells G&H Site is listed on the NPL.

September 1983

Three Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are ordered by EPA to
study groundwater and soil contamination. The PRPs complying
with the order are Grace and Co.—Conn (Grace), UniFirst
Corporation (UniFirst), and Beatrice Corporation (Beatrice).

1983

EPA begins investigation of the entire 330-acre Wells G&H Site,

1985

Under EPA orders, Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia) removes 12
55-gallon drums from southwest comer of property on west side of
Aberjona River in area known as the Former Drum Disposal Area
(FDDA).

1986

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) conducts 30-day
aquifer test at Wells G&H under agreement with EPA,

1987

Under EPA orders, Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia) remaves an
additional 5 55-gallon drums from southwest corner of property on
west side of Aberjona River in area known as the Former Drum
Disposal Area (FDDA).

1987

EPA issues an Administrative Order to UniFirst to install monitoring
wells and remove contaminants.

1987

EPA finishes soil and groundwater studies and completes the
Supplemental Remedial Investigation (RI).

September 1988

The “Riley Well 2" production well on the Wildwood property
ceases operation.

1989

L2004-290 2-1




Table 1: Chroanology of Site Events

UniFirst groundwater treatment pilot study conducted.

Event Date
EPA issues the Wells G&H Record of Decision (ROD), which September 14,
presents the long-term clean-up approach, 1989
Consent Decree (CD) is signed. September 1950
EPA issues Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) Apnl 25, 1991
PRPs begin design of long-term clean-up. Combined Grace- 1991

Two of five PRPs begin long-term groundwater clean-up and two
others begin soil excavation.

September 1992

Combined Grace-UniFirst groundwater recovery and treatment
system commences operation.

September 1992

PRPs {Beatrice, UniFirst, and Grace) issue Phase LA Wells G&H
Site Central Area Investigation Report for the Central Area Operable
Unit 2 (OU-2).

February 1994

current 16 wells.

Beatnice issues Draft Remedial Investigation Report for Southwest February 1994
Properties).

Clean Harbors issues Hydrogeologic Characterization Report for February 1994
Murphy Waste Qil (1 of 3 properties of the QU-2 Southwest

Properties.

Remediation of sludge, debris and mixed contaminant soil 1994
completed at Wildwood.

EPA and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) conduct 1995
investigations in support of the Aberjona River Study (QU-3).

Clean Harbors issues Addendum I to Hydrogeologic January 1995
Characterization Report for Murphy Waste Oil Site.

Clean Harbors, In¢. issues Corrective Action Investigation Report 1996 and 1997
Part I and IT for Murphy Waste Oil Site.

Clean Harbors issues Focused Human Health Imminent Hazard October 1996
Evaluation and Evaluation of Imminent Hazard to Environmental

Receptors for Murphy Waste Oil Site.

Second round of Aberjona River Study sampling conduced by EPA 1997

and Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. (M&E).

EPA investigates Romicon facility as part of OU-2. Summer 1997
Grace reduced number of pumping wells from the original 22 to 1997

New England Plastics (NEP}) initiates Source Control Remedy
(air sparging with soil vapor extraction).

February 2, 1998

12004-290 2-2




Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

) for Murphy Waste Oil Site.

Event Date
EPA conducts Phase I Pre-Design Investigation of FDDA at the March 1998
Olympia Site.
Wildwood soil and groundwater remediation system startup. May 6, 1998
Clean Harbors issues Addendum to Corrective Action Report (Part December 1998

First 5-year review report issued.

August 4, 1999

part of Industri-Plex/Aberjona River Study that evaluates potential
contaminant sources in the Aberjona Watershed south of Route 128.

NEP discontinues soil remediation. March 7, 2000
Wildwood replaces catalytic oxidation unit with activated carbon June 2000
filtration unit.

EPA, TetraTech NUS, Inc. (TTNUS), and M&E conduct 2000-2002
supplementatl field activities in support of Aberjona River Study

(OU-3).

Grace replaces ultra-violet/chemical oxidation (UV/0xX) system with 2002

two granular activated carbon filters operating in series.

EPA prepares and issues Olympia Data Summary Report. December 2002
Olympma enters into first Administrative Order on Consent {AOC) March 12, 2003
with EPA Removal Program to conduct contaminated soil removal

activities.

EPA issues Draft Bascline Human Health and Ecological Risk May 2003
Assessment Report for Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

EPA issues Draft Preliminary MSGRP Report - Southern Area as June 2003

Contaminated surface soil and polychiorinated biphenyl (PCB)
material at Olympia property excavated and disposed offsite by PRP,

June — August 2003

Beatrice undertakes Supplemental RI of Southwest Properties and August 2003
issues Draft Supplemental RI Report.

UniFirst replaces ultra-violet/chemical oxidation (UV/Ox) system October 2003
with two carbon adsorption units operating in series.

EPA issues Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment March 2004
for the Southwest Properties.

PRP enters into second AQC with EPA Removal Program to address June 9, 2004
trichloroethene (TCE) impacted soils associated with the FDDA at

the Olympia Site.

EPA conducts second five-year review of the Wells G&H Site. September 2004

L2004-290 2-3




3.0 BACKGROUND
3.1 Physical Characteristics/Land and Resource Use

The Wells G&H Superfund Site covers approximately 330 acres in east Woburn, Middlesex
County, Massachusetts (see Figure 1 in Attachment 1). The Site includes the aquifer and land
located within the zone of contribution of two former municipal drinking water wells known as
Wells G and H, which are located adjacent to the Aberjona River. The boundaries of the Site are
Route 128 (Interstate 95) to the north, Route 93 to the east, the Boston and Maine (B&M)
Railroad to the west, and Salem and Cedar Streets to the south (see Figure 1 in Attachment 1).
Wells G and H are located in the sand and gravel aquifer of the Aberjona River basin within the
Mystic River watershed.

The Site is currently a mixed use area consisting of light industry, commercial businesses, office
and industrial parks, residences, and recreational property (WRA, 2002a). Predominantly
residential property is located to the south of the Site. Former land uses in this area ¢consisted of
traditional industries such as manufacturing, warchousing, and distribution (GeoTrans, 1994) as
well as agricultural uses such as piggeries and flower nurseries (TRC, 2002}.

The Site is segregated into three operable units, the Source Area (OU-1) properties, the Central
Area (OU-2), and the Aberjona River Study (OU-3), which are briefly described below.

3.1.1 Operable Unit 1 — Source Area Praperties

The OU-1 Source Area properties consist of the W.R. Grace & Company (Grace), UniFirst
Corporation (UniFirst), New England Plastics (NEP), Wildwood Conservation Corporation
(Wildwood), and Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia} properties, the locations of which are
depicied on Figure 2 (provided in Attachment 1). The UniFirst property is located at 15 QOlympia
Avenue. The Grace property is approximately 13 acres and is located at 369 Washington Street
on the northeastern portion of the Site. The Olympia property is approximately 21 acres located
at 60 Olympia Avenue on the western boundary of the Site. NEP property is approximately 2
acres located at 310 Salem Street. The NEP office and plant are on the south side of Cummings
Office Park just west of Washington Street. The Wildwood Property is approximately 15 acres
located at 278 Rear Salem Street.

The UniFirst facility was a uniform service facility with an in-house dry cleaning operation. In
1963, the site was developed and the facility eventually included office space, processing and
storage of industrial uniforms, dry cleaning, and a truck storage garage (PRC, 1986). However,
representatives of Harvard Project Services (consultant to UniFirst) assert that no dry-cleaning
happened at the UniFirst Property, just bulk storage of solvents {Cosgrave, 2004). The facility is
currently used for storage by another company (Extra Space Storage, Inc.). Downgradient of
Unifirst are residential and commercial properties, as well as wetlands connected to the Aberjona
River.

Grace purchased the 369 Washington Street facility in 1960 and fabricated food
wrapping/packaging equipment (PRC, 1986). The Grace property is currently vacant and under

1.2004-290 3.1



consideration by the Woburn Redevelopment Authority (WRA) for development opportunities.
Potential uses reviewed by the WRA include office space, research and development, hotel,
retail/business services, and light manufacturing (WRA, 2002a). Downgradient of Grace are
residential and commercial properties,

NEP began operations in 1965 and manufactures vinyl siding and custom molded plastic items.
Prospect Tool and Die Company rented space from NEP beginning in 1967 and began operations
as a machine shop (Ebasco, 1989; CEI, 1992). NEP continues to operate a plastics
manufacturing facility. On-site contamination at NEP has been atinbuted in the past to NEP and
their former tenant, Prospect Tool and Die Company. A residence is located immediately
downgradient of the NEP site and downgradient of monitoring well 106B (Hamel, 2004).

The Wildwood property is 15-acres of woodland adjacent to the Aberjona River on the western
floodplain. The Wildwood property was formerly owed by the J. J. Riley Tannery, which was
purchased in 1979 by Beatrice Foods. The only land use of the Wildwood property was the
construction and use of a production well (Riley Well 2) in 1958 for the former J. I. Riley
Tannery, which was located west of the Wildwood property across the B&M Railroad. The
operation of Riley Well 2 was discontinued in 1989. The only structures currently on-site are the
Riley Well 2 well house and a building housing the groundwater treatment system.

Downgradient of Wildwood are wetlands and the Aberjona River. The projected land use shows
Wildwood remaining undeveloped, with a nature area/walking trails located on City property east
and across the river (WRA, 2002b).

The 23.1-acre Olympia property located on Olympia Avenue is split by the Aberjona River. The
eastern portion of the property was developed as a trucking terminal in 1963 and is presently
used as such. The western portion of the Olympia property is the site of a Former Drum Disposal
Area (FDDA), and is the source of groundwater contamination associated with the Olympia
property and addressed in the ROD.

A truck terminal currently occupies approximately eight acres of the northeast corner of the
Olympia property on the east side of the Aberjona River and includes a one-story terminal
building and associated paved parking areas on all sides of the terminal building. Downgradient
of Olympia are wetlands and the Aberjona River.

The mechanism of release at the FDDA appears to have been leaking drums, The drums were
discovered in 1979/1980 by representatives of the MADEP (then the DEQE). The drums were
removed in 1986 and 1987 by Olympia under an EPA orders. EPA conducted extensive
sampling and analysis of soil and groundwater in 2002 and delineated soil and groundwater
contamination at the FDDA. Surface soils were contaminated with PCBs, and subsurface soils
and groundwater were primarily contaminated with TCE. EPA believes that this area serves as
an ongoing source of TCE contamination to the groundwater and to the Aberjona River that
flows through the property.
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3.1.2 Operable Unit 2 — Central Area

The Central Area (OU-2) consists of all groundwater and land within the area defined as the
Wells G&H Superfund Site, excluding the areas defined for Source Area (OU-1) properties and
the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

The groundwater aquifer underlying the Site is not currently used as a municipal drinking water
source. The objectives listed in the Site ROD include restoring the aquifer to drinking water
standards. Public opinion has been opposed to utilizing Wells G and H for water supply.
However, the City of Woburn has expressed interest in having the source available for the future
(MADEP, 2004). The MADEP’s Groundwater Use and Value Determination assigned a
“medium” use and value for the Site aquifer, based on a balanced consideration of several
factors, and contemplates future use of the aquifer for domestic and industrial purposes.

The portion of the Central Area (QU-2) known as the Southwest Properties includes the
Aberjona Auto Parts, Whitney Barrel, and Murphy Waste Qil properties. Aberjona Auto Parts
began operations in the mid-1950s for the sale and reconditioning of used and wrecked
automobiles, and was also a gasoline service station (NUS, 1986). The Aberjona Auto Parts
business is no longer in operation, although the automotive salvage yard remains. The property
is occupied by an automotive repair shop, a landscaper, and a residence. The WRA is exploring
redevelopment of the Aberjona Auto Parts Property as an ice skating rink or industrial-mixed
business (WRA, 2002b). EPA has met with the current property owner to discuss ice rink
development plans.

The Whitney Barrel Company located on Salem Street commenced operations in 1949, and
reconditioned drums, boilers, tanks and machinery (NUS, 1986). The Whitney Barrel property is
currently occupied by several commercial businesses such as landscapers and automotive glass
repair.

The Murphy Waste Oil property is 2 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-
permitted Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility (TSDF) operated by Clean Harbors, Inc. The
property lies to the west of the Whitney Barrel property and to the east of the B&M Railroad. It
is predominantly covered by fill. North and east of the fence that surrounds the waste oil facility
1s a wetland area referred to as the “Murphy Wetland” which is connected to the Aberjona River.

3.1.3 Operable Unit 3 — Aberjonu River Study

The Aberjona River Study (OU-3) area consists of the Aberjona River and its tributaries,
sediments, and associated 38-acre wetland area that lie within the 330-acres of the Site. The
Aberjona River begins in Reading, Massachusetts, and flows through the Industri-Plex Superfund
Site to the north of Route 128 before flowing through the Site, and eventually reaches the Mystic
Lakes in Winchester.

Historically, the Aberjona River watershed contained numerous industrial facilities. The types of

manufacturing in the Aberjona River watershed included leather processing, tanning factones,
shoe and boot factones, machine shops, and chemical manufacturing. The watershed also
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includes the Industri-Plex Superfund Site, which is located approximately 1.5 miles upstream
from municipal Wells G and H. The land within the watershed is highly developed, but with a
higher percentage of office and commercial business space than the industrial and manufacturing
land uses seen in the past.

3.2  History of Contamination

On May 4, 1979, 184 55-gallon drums containing polyurethane and toluene diisocyanate were
found on Mishawum Road on a vacant lot owned by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority (MBTA). The drums were removed during negotiations with the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Quatity Engineering (DEQE) {now the MADEP). The drum
discovery prompted DEQE to sample the nearest downgradient public water supply, Wells G and
H (NUS, 1986).

Several chlorinated volatile organic compounds {(VOCs) were detected in water from Wells G
and H at concentrations ranging from | to 400 parts per billion (ppb). The City of Wobum was
forced to use Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) water to supplement its public water
supply when Wells G and H were shut down on May 21, 1979. The MDC (now the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority or MWRA) continues to supplement the City of
Woburn’s water supply.

EPA and vanous property owners have conducted numerous studies to determine the nature and
extent of contamination at the Site. The following five facilities have been identified as sources
of contamination — Grace, UniFirst, NEP, Wildwood, and Olympia. Wells G and H Superfund

Site was listed as a Superfund Site on the National Priorities List (NPL) on December 21, 1982,

3.3  Initial Response

EPA evaluated the hydrogeology and groundwater quality of a ten square-mile area east and
north of Woburn in 1981 to determine the extent of contamination and identify sources.
Following a Hazard Ranking System (HRS) scoring, the Site was listed on the NPL on December
21, 1982 (NUS, 1986).

In May 1983, three adminisirative orders pursuant to Section 3013 of RCRA were issued to
Grace, UniFirst, and Beatrice. The administrative orders required proposals frem each company
for sampling, analysis, monitoring, and reporting to address possible groundwater contamination
on or emanating from their properties. Groundwater monitoring programs were subsequently
initiated by the companies at their respective properties (NUS, 1986).

In 1986 and 1987, EPA issued orders pursuant 10 Section 106 of CERCLA to Olympia who
subsequently removed approximately 17 55-gallon drums and debris from the western portion of
their property in the area known as the FDDA (EPA, 1989; TRC, 2002).

EPA’s 1987/1988 Supplemental Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Site
included soil and groundwater sampling from potential groundwater contaminant source
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properties including Grace, UniFirst, Olympia, Wildwood, and NEP. EPA also collected surface
water and sediment samples from the Aberjona River to support the Endangerment Assessment.

The Supplemental RI/FS identified the Grace, UniFirst, Wildwood, NEP and Olympia properties
as the likely sources of groundwater contamination in the vicinity of Wells G and H. EPA also
identified soil contamination above target levels on the Wildwood, UniFirst, NEP and Olympia
properties. Specifically, EPA found the following: a mixture of VOCs, pesticides,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and lead at
Wildwoed; VOCs at UniFirst; PAHs at Olympia property; and VOCs at NEP. Aberjona River
and wetland sedirment samples contained PAHs and metals such as arsenic, mercury and
chromium. Finally, sludge and debris were identified at Wildwood.

EPA issued a ROD for the Site in September 1989. The ROD required soils and groundwater
contamination be addressed at the Source Area properties.

A Consent Decree (CD) was signed by EPA and several PRPs, including Grace, UniFirst,
Beatrice and NEP, in 1991 (EPA, 1991). Olympia did not sign the 1991 Consent Decree.

3.4  Basis for Taking Action
The following summarizes the contaminants detected at the Site as identified in the ROD.

Groundwater. Chlorinated VOCs are the primary groundwater contaminants. Groundwater
contamination has been found in overburden and bedrock aquifers at the Grace, UniFirst,
Wildwood and NEP properties as well as the Central Area (OU-2) of the Site. Groundwater
contamination has been found in the overburden aquifer at the Olympia FDDA.

The Grace contamination consists primarily of chlorinated solvents characterized by a high
percentage of trichloroethene (TCE) and 1,2-dichloroethene (DCE). Other contaminants include
tetrachloroethene (PCE) and vinyl chioride. The UniFirst contamination is predominantly PCE.
Secondary constituents are 1,1,1-TCA, and smaller amounts of TCE and 1,2-DCE. The
Wildwood contamination consists pnmarily of TCE detected at a number of wells, with 1,1,1-
TCA, DCE, and PCE detected at a few locations. At Olympia, TCE and xylene were detected in
the overburden. At NEP, PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA and 1,2-DCE were found in bedrock and
overburden wells.

Soil. Chlornnated VOCs are the primary contaminants in soil and were found at various levels on
the Wildwood, Olympia, Grace, NEP and UniFirst properties. Some chiorinated VOC soil
contamination was also found in a wetland area at Wildwood.

Other soil contaminants include PCBs, chlordane, phthalates, and PAHs, which were found
dispersed throughout the Wildwood property. PAHs were found in one location at Olympia.
Phthalates were found in a small area at NEP. Assorted debris and sludge contaminated with
lead, VOCs, PAHSs, and pesticides were also found at Wildwood.
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Sediment/River. Abcrjona River and wetland sediments were contaminated with PAHs, PCBs,
pesticides, and metals such as arsenic, copper, mercury, zinc, and chromium. Surface water
samples revealed low levels of chlonnated VOCs. Metals and phthalates were also noted in
surface water.

Air. Air monitoring, conducted during all site investigations, did not reveal any VOC readings
above background at the breathing zone.

Potential health risks identified at the Site include ingestion of contaminated groundwater,
inhalation of volatiles while showering, and dermal contact or incidental ingestion of surface
soils (EPA, 1989). Arsenic in sediment was identified as contributing to risk above a level of
concern for recreational site use. For ecological receptors, the evaluation indicated potential risk
to aquatic life due to metals and phthalates in surface water. Potential risk to invertebrates and
mammals were identified due to metals, pesticides, PAHs, and PCBs in sediments.
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40 REMEDIAL ACTIONS

4.1 Remedy Selection

The following discusses the remedy selected for the Source Area (OU-1) properties and the
approaches to selecting a remedy for the Central Area (OU-2) and the Aberjona River Study
(OU-3).

4.1.1 Operable Unit I — Source Area Properties

EPA’s September 14, 1989 ROD described the remedy for the Source Areas (OU-1) as follows::

» Treatment of contaminated soil using in-situ volatilization at Wildwood property;

» Excavation and on-site incineration of contaminated soils at Wildwood, Olympia,
NEP, and UniFirst;

e Treatment and/or disposal of sludge and debnis found at Wildwood property in a
manner to be determined dunng the design phase of the clean-up; and

« Extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater separately at the five Source
Area properties using pre-treatment for metals and an air stripper to remove volatile
organic contaminants, or an equally or more effective technology approved by EPA.
The extraction systems were to be designed to address the specific bedrock and/or
overburden contamination at each source area property.

The selected Source Area (OU-1) remedy was developed to satisfy the following remedial
objectives that guide remedy design and measure success.

Remedial Objectives for Soil

The remedial objectives for contaminated soil are:
» Prevent public contact with contaminated soil above clean-up levels;
s Stop the leaching of soil contaminants to groundwater; and
« Protect natural resources at the Site from further degradation.

EPA identified site-wide clean-up goals for each of the chemicals of concern in soil that satisfy

the above objectives. The soil clean-up goals represent the concentrations that can remain in soil

and still be considered protective of public health.
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Remedial Objectives for Groundwater

The remedial objectives for contaminated groundwater are:

. Prevent the further introduction of contaminated groundwater from the source
areas to the Central Area;

. Limit the further migration of contaminated groundwater off-site from the source
areas;
. Restore the bedrock and overburden aquifers in the vicinity of the source areas to

drinking water quality; and
. Prevent public contact with contaminated groundwater above the clean-up levels.

The target groundwater clean-up levels are based upon the classification of the groundwater at
the Site as a potential source of drinking water. EPA identified Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) as the clean-up goals for Site
groundwater. These goals satisfy the above objectives and are protective of human health.

EPA’s April 25, 1991 Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) described three significant
changes and one non-significant change from the remedial actions to be undertaken at the Source
Areas (QU-1) as set forth in the ROD. Those changes were as follows:

Significant Changes

+ On-site incineration of soils at the Wildwood, NEP, and Olympia properties was
changed to off-site incineration;

+ In-situ volatilization would be used on the UniFirst property rather than incineration;
and

s A typographical error was corrected resulting in more stringent target clean-up levels
for groundwater.

Other Non-Significant Change

+ Groundwater extraction systems could be combined for the UniFirst and Grace
properties.

The 1991 ESD provided for certain changes to the soil and groundwater remedy, but the overall
remedy remained fundamentally the same: incineration and in-situ volatilization of contaminated
soils, removal of sludge and debris, and extraction and treatment of groundwater at the source
areas.
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4.1.2 Operable Unit 2 — Central Area

The ROD called for a study of the Central Area Aquifer to determine the most effective way of
addressing contamination in the Central Area, which will be addressed as a separate operable
unit.

Three of the five Source Area properties PRPs (Beatrice, UniFirst, and Grace) participated in an
investigation of the Central Area (OU-2) and its aquifer under the 1991 Consent Decree (CD).
The objectives of the Central Area Study, as identified in the ROD, included:

Define the nature and extent of contamination in the Aberjona River.
« Define the upgradient introduction of contaminants to the Aberjona River.

» Refine the present understanding of the interaction of the Aberjona River and the
aquifer systems on the Site.

» Evaluate the effectiveness of pump and treat as a remedial alternative for the clean-up
of contaminated groundwater in the Central Area.

« Evaluate the impact of pumping the Central Area aquifer on the Aberjona River and
associated wetlands.

« Identify and evaluate innovative remedial technologies for aquifer restoration, e.g., in-
situ bioremediation.

e Evaluate the mobility of contaminants including semi-volatile organics and metals
under ambient and pumping conditions.

Three industrial properties known as the Southwest Properties (Murphy Waste Oil, Whitney
Barrel, and Aberjona Auto Parts), were identified by EPA for additional assessment to support a
nsk assessment.

A remedial decision has not yet been reached for the Central Area (OU-2).
4.1.3 Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River

EPA took responsibility for the Aberjona River Study (OU-3) for the Site. The Aberjona River
Study is designed to investigate the nature and extent of contamination in the Aberjona River
sediments and surface water as well as evaluate potential human and ecological risks.

The Aberjona River flows from north to south through both the Industri-Plex and Wells G&H
Superfund Sites and thus is a conduit for contaminant migration from the sites. Sediment
samples from the Aberjona River and wetlands in the Site are contaminated with metals such as
arsenic, chromium, and mercury, and PAHs.
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When data obtained from studies at the Industri-Plex (North of Route 128) and Wells G&H
(South of Route 128) Superfund Sites indicated that the Aberjona River at both sites contained
similar Contaminants of Concern (COCs), EPA concluded that a divided approach to the river
and wetlands was no longer reasonable or efficient. Hence, EPA will merge the Wells G&H
Aberjona River Study with the Industri-Plex Operable Unit 2 (OU-2) Multiple Source
Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study (RI/FS). EPA
announced this merger in a Spring a Fact Sheet (EPA, 2002a). Under the Industri-Plex OU-2
RI/FS, EPA will prepare a comprehensive RI from the Industri-Plex Superfund Site to the Mystic
Lakes.

A remedial decision has not yet been reached for the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
4.2  Remedy Implementation

The history and status of remedy implementation at the Wells G&H site is discussed below by
operable unit.

4.2.1 Operable Unit I — Source Area Properties

This history and status of remedial actions at the Source Areas (OU-1) is discussed below by
property. Attachment 2 contains tables summarizing groundwater monitoring well data that have
exceeded ROD cleanup levels within the last five years of monitoring conducted by the PRPs.

4.2.1.1  UniFirst and Grace Properties

The groundwater extraction and treatment systems for both properties began operation in
September 1992, and consisted of two extraction and treatment systems. The UniFirst property
has one pumping well (UC-22) which captures contaminants in deep bedrock, and the Grace
property currently has 16 pumping wells capturing contaminants in the unconsolidated deposits
and shallow bedrock (GeoTrans, 2003; HPS, 2003). The remedial systems are currently in the
12" year of operation.

UniFirst’s treatment system for groundwater originally included ultra-violet/chemical oxidation
(UV/Ox) followed by two carbon adsorption units operating in series. Due to decreased
contaminant levels, the UV/Ox system was no longer required and the system was modified in
October 2003 (HPS, 2003). The UV/Ox system was replaced with granular activated carbon
(GAC) filters. Treated groundwater is discharged to a storm sewer (HPS et al, 2004). Some on-
site monitoring wells have achieved the ROD target clean-up levels, while the remaining wells
monitored at the Site have remained consistent or show only minor decreases in contaminant
concentrations (HPS, 2003).

Attachment 2.1 contains a table summarizing UniFirst groundwater monitoring data over the last
five years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating
monitoring well locations is also included.
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The Grace groundwater treatment system initially included particulate filtration and UV/Ox
treatment. Treated groundwater is discharged to Snyder Creek. System modifications in 1997
included the reduction in pumping wells from the original 22 to the current 16 wells. In 2002,
the use of UV/Ox reactor was discontinued and replaced with two GAC filters in series
{GeoTrans, 2003). The remedial system is designed to capture groundwater in the
unconsolidated deposits and shallow bedrock before traveling offsite (GeoTrans, 2003). The
remaining groundwater contamination emanating from Grace is, by design, allowed to migrate
towards the UniFirst property and is reportedly captured by the UniFirst extraction well (UC-22).
The UniFirst remedy set forth in the ROD also included soil vapor extraction (SVE) treatment of
contaminated soil. However, the soil treatment remedy has not been implemented at UniFirst.
The PRPs have historically expressed concerns with the timing/phasing of soil remedy
implementation.

Attachment 2.2 contains a table summarizing Grace groundwater monitoring data over the last
five years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating
monitoring well locations is also included.

4.2.1.2 NEP

The remedial design for NEP from the Consent Decree included the removal of approximately 10
cubic yards of soil for off-site incineration, delineating the nature and extent of groundwater
contamination, and development of a groundwater pump and treat system (CEI, 1992).

Ultimately, the source control remedy for NEP included air sparging with soil vapor extraction
(AS/SVE). This system ran from February 1998 to March 2000. At the time of system shut
down, ROD clean-up concentrations in unsaturated soils had been achieved and significant
reductions in VOCs in groundwater were realized. However, TCE and PCE contamination
remains present in groundwater above ROD action levels. TCE and PCE levels in site
groundwater decreased significantly in the source area and downgradient overburden and shallow
bedrock groundwater.

Annual groundwater monitoring is conducted to identify contaminant trends. Nine wells in the
plume area are sampled annually; sampling of other wells was discontinued in 2001 (Hamel,
2004). Statistical trend analysis indicates that wells do not have an increasing trend of PCE or
TCE at a 95-percent or greater confidence level (Woodard & Curran, 2003). However, PCE
groundwater contarnination is still present above the ROD action level in monitoring wells FW-
1, NEP-101, NEP-104B, and NEP-106B. TCE groundwater contamination exceeds the ROD
action level in monitoring well NEP-106B (Woodard & Curran, 2003).

Attachment 2.3 contains a table surnmarizing NEP groundwater monitoring data over the last vie
years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating monitoring
well locations is also included.
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4.2.1.3  Wildwood Property

As of February 1994, debris, soil, and drums were removed from the Wildwood property
(GeoTrans, 1994). A subsurface remediation system for soil and groundwater was constructed
and began operation in May 1998. The remediation system includes groundwater pumped from a
series of wells screened at varying depths in bedrock combined with AS/SVE (RETEC, 2004).

The Wildwood remedial system has undergone changes during treatment system operations. The
monthly monitoring of the vapor collection systemn was conducted using a photoionization
detector (PID) or flame ionization detector (FID). The field screening readings were
inconclusive due to moisture or the presence of methane, and monthly system air analytical
sampling began in April 2001 (RETEC, 2004). The vapor extraction system used a Catalytic
Oxidation (CATOX) unit with an acid gas scrubber to treat vapors until June 12, 2000. The
current configuration consists of a duplex vapor phase GAC system treating all SVE vapors
(RETEC, 2004). The AS system consists of 24 air injection wells within a 2-acre area. The AS
wells operated in a pulse mode until February 2003. The sparging sequence and duration was
modified to provide increased efficiency and VOC recovery {(RETEC, 2004). Significant savings
in electrical power costs have been realized as a result of the sparging sequence modifications
(Greacen, 2004).

A review of the remedial system trends indicates decreased concentrations of influent vapor-
phase VOCs, dissolved-phase VOCs in groundwater, and VOCs in overburden and bedrock
aquifers (RETEC, 2004). Treatment system operations are ongoing.

Attachment 2.4 contains a table summarizing Wildwood groundwater monitoring data over the
last five years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating
monitoring well locations 1s also included.

At the time the remedy designed by RETEC was approved, the southern portion of the Wildwood
property was not targeted for treatment. However, RETEC indicates that chlorinated solvent
contamination in excess of MCLs is present in this area,

4.2.1.4  Olvmpia Property

EPA reached an agreement with Olympia in Spring 2003 to continue the clean-up of
contaminated soils on the Olympia property. Under an AQC, Olympia excavated and disposed
of 56 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated surface soils, and approximately 5 cubic yards of PAH-
contaminated soil, evaluated various options for addressing the TCE-contaminated soils, and
prepared a detailed work plan for cleaning up the TCE by way of in-situ sodium permanganate
injection treatment (a form of in-situ chemical oxidation). In March 2004, EPA granted
conditional approval of the TCE Work Plan (EPA, 2004a). In June 2004, EPA entered into a
second AQCC with Olympia to implement the approved TCE Work Plan. EPA will oversee the
work outlined in the second AQC, which is expected to take approximately one to two years.
Under the second AQC, Clympia will perform the following work to address subsurface TCE
contamination (EPA, 2004b):
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» Define the extent of subsurface contamination (as needed), monitor progress of
treatment, and document successful clean-up;

¢ Treat (oxidize) TCE-contaminated subsurface soils in-situ by sodium permanganate
injection;

o Re-vegetate and grade the site; and
» Conduct post-cleanup groundwater quarterly monitoring for three years.
EPA will evaluate TCE cleanup and groundwater monitoring data, and, as necessary, consider

the need for further groundwater treatment. Soil and ground clean up goals are as set forth in the
ROD.

Groundwater data collected by EPA in 2002 during an investigation of the Olympia FDDA that
exceed ROD cleanup criteria are tabulated in Attachment 2.5, A figure illustrating monitoring
well locations is also included.

4.2.2 OQOperable Unit 2 — Central Area

A remedy has not been selected for the Central Area (OU-2).

4.2.3 Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River Study

A remedy has not been selected for the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

4.3 System Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

4.3.1 UniFirst

UniFirst’s deep bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment system has been in operation for
approximately 12 years. Bi-monthly samples are taken from the treatment system influent and
monthly samples are taken from the treatment system effluent. Routine Q&M includes weekly
system inspections, quarterly sensor check, and annual inspection and maintenance (HPS, 2003).
At the time of the Five-Year review Site Inspection, the groundwater extraction well pump had
undergone replacement due to recent failure. The replacement pump is not capable of lowering
groundwater table to the design elevation of 15 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) (Cosgrave,
2004). See Section 6.4 for additional observations from the Five-Year Review inspection of the

UniFirst Site,

4.3.2 Grace

Grace’s overburden and shallow bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment system has been
in operation for approximately 12 years. The O&M for the Grace property inchudes monthly
sampling of the treatment system at the first and second GAC vessel effluent, monthly influent
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sampling, and annual sampling of 12 monitoring wells, 6 recovery wells and Snyder Creek
(discharge point) (GeoTrans, 2003).

4.3.3 Wildwood

Wildwood’s AS/SVE and bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment system has been in
operation for approximately 6 years (RETEC 2004). Monitoring activities at Wildwood include
analysis of process water, process vapor and groundwater. Monthly process monitoring activities
are conducted for the treatment system. Monthly monitonring activities include:

s Groundwater extraction/treatment system

- Pressure readings
- Influent and effluent samphng

e Ajr sparging system

- Flow readings
-  Pressure readings

« Vapor extraction/treatment system

- Vacuum readings

- Flow readings

- Analytical sampling of air from influent, lead carbon effluent, total effluent
- PID readings of ambient air

Groundwater monitoring well sampling is conducted quarterly for a select number of wells and
antially for a larger selection of wells.

4.3.4 NEP

NEP implemented an AS/SVE treatment system which was operational for approximately 2 years
between 1998 and 2000. The remedy at NEP was intended to cleanup contaminated soil.
Operation of the remediation system (AS/SVE) was discontinued in March 2000; therefore, there
are no O&M activities conducted at the site. Annual groundwater monitoring continues to
evaluate residual VOC concentrations in groundwater (Woodward & Curran, 2003).

4.3.5 Olympia

As previously discussed, the PRP for the Olympia Site plans to treat TCE contaminated soil in-
situ using chemical oxidation (permanganate injection). This work is currently scheduled for
year 2004 (EPA, 2004c). Additional on-site groundwater monitoring wells will be installed and
the groundwater monitored to determine the effectiveness of this removal action. Monitoring
will be implemented during remediation (between each injection event) and afier the remediation
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is complete. Proposed post remedial monitoring includes quarterly groundwater sampling for
three years (Geolnsight, 2004; EPA, 2004a).

EPA wll evaluate TCE cleanup and groundwater monitoring data, and, as necessary, consider
the need for further groundwater treatment,.
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

The following recommendations were made in the previous Five-Year Review Report (EPA,
1999).

» Continue operation of the groundwater extraction and treatment systems at the Grace,
UniFirst and Wildwood properties.

» Evaluate SVE systems at Wildwood and NEP each quarter to determine the
effectiveness of their continued operation.

+ Begin design of a groundwater extraction and treatment system at the NEP property.

o Apgressively pursue negotiations with the owners of Olympia property.

» Proceed with risk assessment on the Southwest Properties,

» Proceed with Aberjona River Study risk assessment.

« Continue discussions with the City of Woburn and the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts regarding the future use of the Wells G&H aquifer and any additional
remediation that might be necessary given its intended use.

Continued Operation of Grace, UniFirst, and Wildwood Systems,

The Grace, UniFirst and Wildwood treatment systems have operated continuously throughout the
prior § year period, with the exception of system shut downs for maintenance, repairs and/or
systern modifications (e.g., changes from CATOX to activated carbon air phase treatment system
at Wildwood, replacement of a failed extraction well pump at UniFirst, and replacement of
UV/Ox groundwater treatment at Grace and UniFirst with GAC filtration).

Quarterly Evaluation of SVE Systems at Wildwood and NEP.

RETEC, operator of the Wildwood system, provides a quarterly data package for the AS/SVE
and groundwater extraction system at Wildwood. NEP terminated operation of the SVE system
in March 2000. Consequently, a quarterly evaluation of the AS/SVE system is not conducted for
NEP. NEP continues to conduct annual groundwater monitoring,.

Initiate Design of NEP Groundwater Extraction System.

A design of a groundwater extraction system at NEP has not been initiated. EPA will evaluate
the suitability of a monitored natural attenuation (MNA) remedy or active remedial system to

address residual chlorinated solvent contamination in groundwater in excess of ROD action
levels during the next five-year review period.
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Negotiations with Olympia.

In Spring 2003, EPA reached an agreement with Olympia through an Administrative Order by
Consent (AOC) to continue the clean-up of contaminated soils on the Qlympia property. Under
the AOC, Olympia excavated and disposed of 56 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated surface soils,
and approximately 5 cubic yards of PAH-contaminated soil, evaluated various options for
addressing the TCE-contaminated soils, and prepared a detailed work plan for cleaning up the
TCE by way of in-situ sodium permanganate injection treatment. In June 2004, EPA approved
the TCE Work Plan and reached a second AOC with Olympia to implement the work. Cleanup
of the TCE contaminated soils is currently underway, Additional on-site groundwater
monitoring wells will be installed and the groundwater monitored to determine the effectiveness
of the removal action.

Southwest Properties Risk Assessment.

EPA completed a Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for the Southwest
Properties in March 2004. This baseline risk assessment (BRA) is part of Operable Unit 2 (QU-
2) RUFS for the Wells G&H Superfund Site. The baseline risk assessment (BRA) provides one
of the bases for determining whether or not remedial action is necessary.

The BRA 1identified current and future human health risk associated with PCBs and hydrocarbons
in soil at the Whitney Site. PCBs and chromium in sediments were the primary human health
risk contributors and PCBs, chromium, and lead were the primary ecological risk contributors at
the Murphy Wetland. TCE, vinyl chloride, and 1,1, 2-trichlorocthane were the primary human
health risk contributors in groundwater throughout the Southwest Properties. A more detailed
description of the risk results can be found in Section 7.2.1 and in the BRA (TRC, 2004).

Aberjona River Risk Assessment.

EPA released the Draft Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for the
Aberjona River Study Area in May 2003. The baseline risk assessment for the Aberjona River
Study area focused on sediments and soils along six miles of the Aberjona River and wetlands
from Route 128 in Woburn to the Mystic Lakes in Arlington and Medford. The study area was
divided into six sections along the river, called reaches. Reach 1 contains the Wells G&H
Superfund Site and associated 38-acre wetland, while Reach 2 contains a former cranberry bog to
the south. After the cranberry bog, the river continues to flow south as a well-defined river
channel through Reaches 3, 4 and 5 prior to discharging into Reach 6, or the Mystic Lakes (EPA,
2003a).

EPA analyzed over 390 sediment and soil samples from 52 sampling stations along the study
area. Additional sediment samples were collected from twelve stations outside the study area to
provide background information for comparison. Surface water and fish samples were also
collected from inside and outside the study area. EPA also conducted various studies to more
accurately characterize potential risks along the study area (EPA, 2003a).
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Arsenic was present in sediments throughout the study area. Other metals, including antimony,
chromium, copper, lead, mercury and zinc, were also detected at elevated levels. The Wells
G&H 38-acre wetland exhibited some of the highest concentrations of metals within the study
arca (EPA, 2003a).

The results of the human health risk assessment indicate that sediments may pose a current health
risk to people using the study area in two exposure areas along the east side of the Wells G&H
38-acre wetland (near the former municipal Well H}, and in the irrigation channels along the
western side of the center of the former cranberry bog. Six other exposure arcas were evaluated
for potential risks along the former cranberry bog, but none of these areas pose a health risk
(EPA, 2003b).

The ecological risk assessment did not reveal a risk to fish or green heron within the study area.
However, risks were widely observed in depositional sediments in the Wells G&H 38-acre
wetland and in the 17-acre former cranberry bog. In addition, two sediment locations in the
Mystic Lakes indicate potential risks to benthic invertebrates. The ecological risks were
pnmarily due to exposure to metals contamination in sediments and/or vegetation growing in
contaminated sediments.

The draft baseline risk assessment for the Aberjona River Study Area will be expanded to include
environmental data collected immediately upstream of the study area (i.e., north of Route 128),
Refer to Section 7.2.1 for a more detailed summary of the results of the Aberjona River Study
BRA.

Discussion on Future Use of Aquifer.

The MADEP prepared a “Groundwater Use and Value Determination” (Determination), dated
June 21, 2004 for the groundwater beneath the Wells G&H Superfund Site. At the request of
EPA, MADEP prepared the Determination consistent with the EPA’s 1996 Final Ground Water
and Value Determination Guidance, and Memorandum of Agreement between EPA and
MADEP. The purpose of the Use and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at
the site should be considered of “High”, “Medium” or “Low™ use and value, In preparing the
Determination, MADEP applied the aquifer classification system in the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan (MCP; 310 CMR 40.0000). The MCP aquifer classification gives
consideration to all factors in EPA’s guidance.

MADEP’s Determination supports a “medium” use and value for groundwater at the Site. The
determination identifies the following exposure scenarios that should be included, at a minimum,
for groundwater risk evaluations: ingestion and exposures from certain domestic uses; inhatlation
of vapors from seepage into buildings; use of water in industrial processes; other potential
exposures to the use of the water in industrial and residential activities; worker exposure during
excavation into groundwater; and exposures resulting from discharge to surface water. EPA will
apply MADEP’s Determination and groundwater exposure scenarios to the remaining
groundwater concems for the Central Area (QU-2).
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6.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

This section describes the activities performed during the five-year review process and provides a
summary of findings. The Wells G&H five-year review team was led by Joseph F. LeMay, PE,
of EPA, Remedial Project Manager (RPM) for the Site. The team included staff from TRC
Environmental Corporation (TRC) and Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. (M&E) with expertise in
remediation, hydrogeology, and risk assessment.

6.1  Community Notification and Involvement

Community notification of the initiation and completion of the Five-Year Review was provided
through notifications published in the local newspapers. EPA also updated the Wells G&H
website regarding initiation and completion of the Five-Year Review

Over the last five years, community interest in the site has been centered on contamination in the
Aberjona River (OU-3) and reuse of the Wells G&H site. Public involvement or attention
regarding the Source Area (OU-1) remedies has been limited. Public sentiment regarding the
future use of the Wells G&H Central Area (OU-2) aquifer as a public water supply is negative,
although the Woburn city government has expressed an interest in having the source available for
the future. Interviews for this five-year review with various members of the local government
and community were conducted throughout the month of August 2004. Local community
members and local governmental representatives interviewed, their affiliation, and date of
interview are sammarized below:

Interviewee Affiliation Date of Interview
John Curran Mayor of Wobum August 24, 2004
Paul Medeiros President, Woburn City Council August 18, 2004
Jack Marlowe Woburn Redevelopment Authority August 23, 2004
Jack Fralick Woburn Board of Health August 26, 2004
Gretchen Latowsky ~ Environmental Activist August 25, 2004
Michael Raymond Wobum Resident August 31, 2004
Donna Robbins Woburn Resident August 31, 2004
Linda Raymond Aberjona River Study Coalition, Inc.  August 31, 2004
Kathy Barry Aberjona River Study Coalition, Inc.  August 31, 2004
John Ciriello Woburn Resident August 31, 2004

The results of these and other interviews are summarized in Section 6.5.
Since the last five-year review, EPA has issued several fact sheets and press releases regarding

site progress. Public presentations have also been conducted on results of the Baseline Human
Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for the Aberjona River Study (QU-3).
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In addition, a copy of the five-year review is being placed in the information repository in the
Wobum Public Library and posted on the Wells G&H website.

6.2 Document Review

The document review for the Wells G&H five-year review included the documents listed below:

L2{K)4-290

Record of Decision (September 14, 1989)

Consent Decree, Civil Action No. 91-11807MA and RD/RA SOW (September 21,
1990)

Explanation of Significant Difference (April 25, 1991)
Five-Year Review Report (Type 1A), Wells G&H Superfund Site (August 4, 1999)

Clanfication of the August 1999 Five-Year Review for the Wells G&H Site
(December 2001)

Latest Annual Performance Evaluation and Source Control Reports for the Source
Area {OU-1) properties

- Grace Remedial Action, Annual Report, November 13, 2003

-  RD/RA Year |1 Annual Report for the UniFirst Site, November 14, 2003

- Annual Report, Integrated Subsurface Treatment System, Wildwood Property,
February 2004

- Groundwater Monitoring Report, New England Plastics Corporation,
November 2003

Last 6 months of Monthly Operations Reports for the Source Area properties
Approved source area environmental monitoring plans

Public Health Assessment Addendum, Wells G&H, Woburn, Middlesex County,
Massachusetts, CERCLIS No. MAD98(732168. Prepared by U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Public Health Service, Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry. December 20, 1995.

Letter Report. RE: Residential Indoor Air Sampling Results; Dewey Avenue
Neighborhood, Wells G&H Superfund Site. Prepared by ENSR. July 21, 1989.

Endangerment Assessment for the Wells G&H Site, Woburn, Massachusetts.
Prepared for EBASCO Services, Incorporated, Lyndhurst, New Jersey. Prepared by:
Clement Associates, Fairfax, Virginia. December 1988.



« 2003 Olympia Nominee Trust AOC for the removal of PCBs and further TCE
investigations

o 2004 Olympia Nominee Trust AQC for the treatment of TCE contaminated soils

+ Revised Work Plan, Removal Action, 60 Olympia Avenue, Woburn, Massachusetts,
January 28, 2004

+ Groundwater Use and Value Determination, Wells G&H Superfund Site, Woburn,

Massachusetts. Prepared by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection. June 2004,

Additional documents and information sources used in the preparation of this report are listed in
Attachment 3.

6.3 Data Review

Groundwater monitoring has been performed for a number of years at each of the Source Area
properties which have had active remedial systems installed. Specific dates when sampling was
imtiated and sample collection frequencies vary for each of these properties. As previously
mentioned, certain portions of the overall Wells G&H site have not had remedial actions initiated
to date.

For the Source Area (OU-1) properties, the ROD identifies the following remedial goals for the
groundwater remedial systems: '

+ Prevent the further introduction of contaminated groundwater from the source areas to
the Central Area;

o Limit the further migration of contaminated groundwater off-site from the source
areas;

« Restore the bedrock and overburden aquifers in the vicinity of the source areas to
drinking water quality; and

» Prevent public contact with contaminated groundwater above the clean-up levels.

The discussions below summarize the results of groundwater monitoring being conducted at the

respective Source Area properties. The evaluations of the groundwater monitoring database for

each property consider the overall concentration trends of the contaminants of concern since the

initiation of remedial activities as well as current trends in concentrations over the last five years
of data collection.

1.2004-260 6-3



Grace

Groundwater is the only environmental media subjected to regular monitoring at the Grace
property. The groundwater momitoring program formerly consisted of annual sampling and
analysis of groundwater from 10 monitoring wells and 8 pumping wells (GeoTrans, 2002).
Subsequent to the submission and EPA approval of a revised Long Term Monitoring (LTM) Plan
on April 11, 2004, the groundwater monitoring program now consists of annual sampling and
chemical analysis of groundwater from 12 monitoring wells and 6 pumping wells.

The available database shows that overall concentrations of VOCs in groundwater appear to be
decreasing at the Grace property. Of the 12 monitoring wells currently included in the sampling
program, VOC concentrations have dropped significantly since the initiation of groundwater
extraction in 1992, However, exceedances of ROD-identified action levels have been
encountered in the last five years in 7 of the 12 wells currently being monitored. Monitoring
wells in which exceedances have been detected in the last five years include: G11D, G12D,
G23D, G34D, G36D, G36DB and G36DB2.

TCE was detected over the last five years in each of these wells at concentrations above its
respective clean-up criteria of 5 ug/L.. Detections of TCE ahove clean-up criteria in wells G12D
and G36D have been sporadic over the last five years, with several sampling events showing
TCE was not detected in the groundwater from these wells. Detected maximum concentrations
of TCE over the last five years vary over time and from monitoring well to monitoring well and
range from approximately 10 ug/L to 35 ug/L. Data from the last five years also show PCE has
been detected above or equal to its respective clean-up criteria of 5 ug/L, in wells G36DB and
G36DB2 at concentrations ranging from approximately 5 1o 40 ug/L.

Groundwater from all six pumping wells at Grace have been found to contain TCE and PCE
above ROD action levels. The highest VOC concentrations detected over the last five years at
the site have been encountered in groundwater from pumping well RW-22. Detections of TCE in
well RW-22 have been encountered as high as 890 ug/L. Detections of 1,2-DCE have also been
encountered in RW-22 groundwater as high as 1,417 ug/L.

Samples collected from the shallower monitoring wells at the Grace property have been found to
be nondetect for the COCs or have had concentrations below clean-up criteria. Deeper
contaminated groundwater emanating from the Grace property is reported to be captured by the
deeper groundwater recovery system operated at the UniFirst property.

GeoTrans (2003} calculated the mass of VOC removed from the subsurface for September 3,
2002 through September 2, 2003. The calculated total mass removed in that period was 4.45
pounds. The calculation was based on influent concentrations of detected VOC and the total
volume of groundwater treated during that period. Values reported as below the detection limit
were assumed to be zero in all calculations consistent with prior similar calculations for this Site.

The estimated total mass of VOC that was removed from groundwater beneath the Grace

property duning the first eleven years of operation is 77.5 pounds. Approximatley 3,923,470
gallons of water were pumped during the eleventh year.
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UniFirst

Groundwater is the only environmental media subjected to regular monitoring at the UniFirst
property. The groundwater monitoring program at the UniFirst property currently includes
sampling from 24 wells and subsequent chemical analysis for VOCs. Over the years since active
groundwater pumping has been conducted, variations of the list of wells included in the sampling
program have been implemented. There is only one groundwater extraction well operated on the
UmiFirst property, UC22. Hydraulic capture is reported to be achieved for the overburden and
bedrock aquifers from pumping approximately 40 gallons per minute (gpm) from this well.

A review of the data available prior to and since startup of active groundwater pumping shows
that for a number of the wells monitored, contaminant concentrations have not changed
significantly. Examples include wells UC7-1 and UC7-2, which had total VOC concentrations
of approximately 2,500 ug/L in 1991 and total VOC concentrations of 2,400 ug/L and 2,800
ug/L, respectively in 2003. Other wells which do not appear to show a significant decrease in
contaminant concentrations include UC10-1 through UC10-5, 881M, UC11-2, and UC7-5. In
locations where decreasing contaminant concentrations have been encountered, concentrations
generally remain above clean-up criteria.

Shallow groundwater within the unconsolidated deposits appears to contain lesser concentrations
of the COCs than deeper groundwater, located within the bedrock. Shallow wells UC10S,
UC10M, UC10D, and S70M have had non-detectable concentrations of the COCs repeatedly
over several rounds of sampling. It should be noted that these wells also had non-detectable
concentrations for these compounds during their respective earliest sampling events.

HPS (2003) calculated the total mass of contaminant removed using the average of the influent
concentrations of the contaminants and monthly flows from extraction well UC-22.
Approximately 73.5 pounds of PCE and 3.5 pounds of TCE were removed during the eleventh
operational year. During the eleventh operational year, approximately 22.56 million gallons of
groundwater were extracted from UC-22. Approximately 0.25 pounds of 1,1,1-TCA, 0.42
pounds of 1,2-DCE, and 0.17 pounds of 1,1-DCE also were removed from the subsurface by the
extraction and treatment system. Approximately 1,796 pounds of PCE and 85 pounds of TCE
have been removed during the eleven years of operation.

New England Plastics

NEP operated the AS/SVE source control remedy from February 2, 1998 to March 7, 2000.
Since the shutdown of the remedial system at NEP, ongoing groundwater monitoring is being
performed to evaluate trends in contaminant concentrations. Operation of the AS/SVE system
reduced concentrations of the COCs detected in site groundwater significantly, with maximum
concentrations of total chlorinated VOCs detected in overburden well NEP-101 being reduced
from 5,406 ug/L to a range of 10 ug/L to 40 ug/L. Similar reductions have been noted in
groundwater within the bedrock.

Although significant reductions of groundwater contaminant concentrations have been achieved,
exceedances of ROD action levels remain. The predominant chlorinated VOC in groundwater at
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the NEP property is PCE (ROD action level of 5 ug/L), typically comprising 75% to 100% of the
total chlornated VOC concentrations. The percentage of PCE contribution to the total
chlorinated VOC concentrations is higher in the upgradient well NEP-101 than in those wells in
the downgradient portions of the site.

Additionally, a review of historic concentrations of total chlorinated VOCs in groundwater, as
presented in Figures 1 and 2 of the annual Groundwater Monitoring Report {Woodard & Curran,
2003) shows the decreases experienced were noted with the startup of the AS/SVE system.
Contaminant concentrations since then appear to have stabilized. While no significant increasing
trend is noted to have occurred since turning off the AS/SVE system, a trend of further
contaminant concentration reductions leading to eventual achievement of clean-up goals in the
foreseeable future is not evident.

Contaminant mass removal estimates are not included in NEP annual reporting.
Wildwood

With an active AS/SVE system on-site, ongoing environmental monitoring at the Wildwood
property includes both the groundwater and activities to evaluate potential vapor migration
outside of the treatment area on-site. Groundwater guality is monitored in the overburden to
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment zone created by the AS/SVE system, as well as from
the shallow and deeper bedrock to evaluate the impacts of groundwater extraction activities. The
potential for vapor migration beyond the engingered cover and SVE systems is performed at
specified points over the treatment zone created by the AS/SVE system.

Groundwater monitoring activities include quarterly sampling and analysis from 13 wells and
annual sampling and analysis from 23 wells. Well locations monitored include extraction wells
and monitoring wells located both within the AS/SVE treatment zone and outside of the
treatment zone. Review of the groundwater quality data shows no clear trend in contaminant
concentrations across the site. At some well locations, concentrations have increased beyond
their baseline conditions; at other locations, concentrations have both increased and decreased
over time.

Exceedances of clean-up criteria in groundwater persist at most monitoring well locations and
within the different aquifer zones (i.¢., shallow and intermediate overburden, till, shallow
bedrock and deeper bedrock). The overall predominant contaminant detected in overburden
groundwater is TCE. Within the deeper bedrock zone a more varied set of contaminants have
been detected at greater concentrations, including chloroform and 1,1,1-TCA (both detected at
varying concendrations of approximately 200 ug/L in well BW-18RD(L.O)). It should be noted
that while the deeper bedrock zone contains the highest concentrations of contaminants, only two
wells screened within the deep bedrock, one of which is an extraction well, are included in the
monitoring program.

Vapor monitoring has not shown any evidence of issues related to contaminant concentrations
escaping around or through the cover system installed over the AS/SVE treatment zone.
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The most recent annual report for Wildwood prepared by RETEC documents performance of the
remedy through Year Five. RETEC (2004) determined the quantity of total VOCs removed from
the groundwater and vapor extraction systems based on totalized volumes for the vapor and
liquid process streams and contaminant concentrations for these streams. The average monthly
composite air sparging system flow rate for Year Five ranged from 113 standard cubic feet per
minute {scfm) to 130 scfm. The overall average monthly flow rate was 121 scfin for Year Five.
The total volume of injected air for Year Five was 58.6 million cubic feet, which corresponds to
an average monthly air injection volume of approximately 4.9 million cubic feet.

The vapor extraction system network operated at a combined average flow rate of 205 scfm for
Year Five. The total volume of vapor extracted during Year Five was 98.4 million cubic feet.

Air stripper off-gas flow rates were maintained at a constant flow rate of 260 scfm during Year
Five operations. The average monthly rate was 260 scfm. The total volume of air used to treat
groundater within the air stripper was approximately 131 million cubic feet.

Vapor phase activated carbon filters receive combined influent air from the vapor extraction
system and the air stripper. The average monthly flow rate at the activated carbon filter influent
was 460 scfim for Year Five operations, with a range from 439 scfm to 515 scfin. The total
volume of air that passed through the vapor phase carbon at the site for Year Five was 233.9
million cubic feet, which is the sum of the air stripper off-gas and the SVE system flow.

The treatment system influent includes groundwater pumped from the five bedrock extraction
wells and periodic batch flows of water collected in the two air-water separators on the SVE
system. The total volume of water treated between May 2002 and end of April 2003 was 9.2
million gallons.

Water run through the treatment system is composed of the influent from the subsurface
treatment system and water generated by plant operations, sampling, and routine maintenance.
Both streams are run through the air stripper prior to discharge. The operation sources inctude
backwash water from the sand fitter and the two carbon vessels, and water from the acid-gas
scrubber (when the catox unit was in operation). Water generated from general decontamination
operations is also collected by the floor drains and transferred into the system for treatment. The
total volume of system effluent for Year Five operations was 8.33 million gallons.

RETEC (2004) calculations used to estimate mass removal for the groundwater treatment system
assume that the total VOCs are comprised entirely of TCE. Mass removal estimates for
groundwater are based on laboratory data combined with the totalized influent flow reading
collected at the treatment building. The total calculated mass of VOCs removed from
groundwater during Year Five operations was 11.5 pounds of VOCs, bringing the five-year total
to approximately 132 pounds of VOCs removed.

Mass removal estimates for the SVE system are based on laboratory analytical sampling to

determine influent and effluent air concentrations converted to parts per million-volume
(ppm(v)) for comparison purposes assuming all detected VOCs comprised of TCE. The
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calculated total mass of VOCs removed by the SVE system was 100 pounds for Year Five
operations.

1 1a

As no remedial system has been put in place at the Olympia property, routine monitoring of
associated environmental media is not conducted. Historic data relative to the FDDA exist as a
series of individual sampling events conducted by various parties and including varying sets of
monitoring points. The most recent sampling efforts conducted at the FDDA include efforts by
TRC (for EPA in 2002) and Geolnsight (for the PRP in 2003).

The overall conclusions from these two sampling activities regarding the presence of the CQCs
at the site were that elevated concentrations remained within a silty clayey soil layer from
approximately 4 to 16 feet below grade. The primary contaminant detected was TCE, which was
detected at concentrations of several hundred to several thousand ug/L (Geolnsight, 2004).
Evidence of natural degradation occurring at the site was noted in the form of significant
concentrations of breakdown byproducts cis-1,2-DCE, and vinyl chloride, However, this
evidence was not found throughout the site and given the time elapsed between the removal of
the drums from the site and the recent sampling activities, it appears any degradation which may
be occurring is proceeding at a very slow rate. Qverall, in the absence of any active response
action at the FDDA, contaminant concentrations remain at levels similar to those detected over
time.

However, as previously discussed in Spring 2003, EPA reached an agreement with Olympia
through an AOC to continue the clean-up of contaminated soils on the Olympia property. Under
the AQC, Olympia excavated and disposed of 56 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated surface soils,
and approximately 5 cubic yards of PAH-contaminated soil (called for in the ROD), evaluated
various options for addressing the TCE-contaminated soils, and prepared a detailed work plan for
cleaning up the TCE by way of in-situ sodium permanganate injection treatment. In June 2004,
EPA approved the TCE Work Plan and reached a second AOC with Olympia to implement the
work. Cleanup of the TCE contaminated soils is currently underway.

Data Review Summary

Remedial systems to address the Source Area properties have been installed on four of the five
properties. Based on a review of the analytical groundwater generated to date, COCs persist in
groundwater at the Source Area properties at concentrations exceeding ROD action levels.
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6.4  Site Inspection

Representatives of M&E and TRC, in conjunction with source area contractor interviews,
conducted site inspections of four of the Source Area (OU-1) properties on August 3, 2004
(Grace, UniFirst, and NEP) and August 18, 2004 (Wildwood). The purpose of the inspections
was 10 help assess the protectiveness of the remedy by observing the condition of the site access
controls, and the remediation systems. A site inspection of the Olympia site was not conducted;
representatives of Olympia were unavailable to participate in the site visit during the Five-Year
Review period. However, EPA has a periodic presence at Olympia to oversee response actions
conducted under recent AQCs. The status of site actions/activities relative to the AOCs is
reported elsewhere in this Five-Year Review.

The following source area representatives participated during the site inspections:

Timothy Cosgrave with Harvard Project Services, LLC, was present durning the Five-Year
Review site visit of the UniFirst property conducted by M&E and TRC personnel on August 3,
2004,

Maryellen Johns, Senior Project Engineer, with The Remedium Group and Jonathan R.
Bridge, Associate, Senior Hydrogeologist with GeoTrans, Incorporated were present during the
Five-Year Review site visit of the Grace property conducted by M&E and TRC personnel on
August 3, 2004,

Jeffrey Hamel, Project Manager with Woodard & Curran, Incorporated, was present during the
Five-Year Review site visit of the NEP property conducted by M&E and TRC personnel on
August 3, 2004; and

James R. Greacen, Project Manager and Senior Hydrogeologist with The RETEC Group
(RETEC), Peter Cox, Geologist, with RETEC, and Brendan Maye, O&M Technician, with
RETEC were present during the Five-Year Review site visit of the Wildwood Property
conducted by M&E and TRC personnel on August 18, 2004,

Site inspection checklists are included in Attachment 4. Site inspection photographs are included
in Attachment 5. Any concerns raised during the site inspections (as well as concerns raised
during interviews - see Section 6.5) that do not relate to the protectiveness of the remedy (e.g.
operation and maintenance of the source area treatment facilities, operable unit 2, or operable
unit 3), will not be reported as issues under the Five Year Review, Although, EPA will identify
all potential concerns raised relative to operation and maintenance and operable unit 2 to the
PRPs, and require these concerns be adequately addressed. Any concerns raised relative to the
operable unit 3 will be addressed by EPA.
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6.5 Interviews

Interviews were conducted for the Five-Year Review consistent with OSWER Directive 9355.7-
03B-P Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001 (EPA, 2001a).

Interviews were conducted in person to the extent practicable with representatives of MADEP,
PRP consultants and representatives, Woburn city government officials, and the local
community, including representatives of local environmental groups. The interviews associated
with PRP consultants for Grace, UniFirst, NEP, and Wildwood were performed in conjunction
with site visits to the Source Area properties. Representatives of M&E and TRC conducted all
interviews on behalf of EPA. The individuals interviewed, their affiliation, date of interviews,
and interview types (i.e., in person, telephone, during site visit) are summarized in Table 2.
Interview records are provided in Attachment 6. Any concerns raised during interviews (as well
as concerns raised during inspections) that do not relate to the protectiveness of the remedy (e.g.,
operations and maintenance of the source area treatment facilities, operable unit 2, or operable
unite 3}, will not be reported as issued under the Five Year Review (e.g., Section 8.0). Although
EPA will separately identify all potential concerns raised relative to operation and maintenance
and operable unit 2 to the PRPs, and require these concerns be adequately addressed. Any
concerns raised relative to the operable unit 3 will be addressed by EPA.

Table 2: Summary of Interviewees, Affiliations, and Interview Dates and Types

Interviewee Affiliation Imterview Date Interview Type

Timothy Cosgrave Harvard Project Services — August 3, 2004 During site visit
UniFirst Contractor

Jonathan Bridge GeoTrans, Inc. — Grace Contractor | August 3, 2004 During stte visit

Marvellen Johns The Remedium Group - Grace August 3, 2004 Dunng site visit*
Contractor

Jeffrey Hamel Woodard & Curran, Inc. — NEP August 3, 2004 During site visit
Contractor :

Jeffrey Lawson Environmental Project Conirol, August 16, 2004 | Telephone

Inc. — Beatrice, UniFirst, and
Grace OU-2 Contractor

James R. Greacen The RETEC Group — Beatrice August 18, 2004 | During site visit
Contractor

Peter Cox The RETEC Group — Beatrice August 18, 2004 | During site visit**
Contractor

Brendan Maye The RETEC Group — Beatrice August 18, 2004 | Dunng site visit**
Contractor

Paul Medeiros President - Woburn City Council | August 18, 2004 | In Person

Anna Mayor MADEP Project Manager for the August 19, 2004 | In Person
Wells G&H Site

Jack Marlowe Chairman - August 23, 2004 | In Person

Woburmn Redevelopment Authority

L2044-290 6-10



Table 2: Summary of Interviewees, Affiliations, and Interview Dates and Types

Interviewee Affiliation Interview Date Interview Type
John Curran Mayor - City of Waburn August 24, 2004 | In Person
Gretchen P, Latowsky | Environmental Activist — For A August 25, 2004 | In Person

Cleaner Environment {FACE)
Jack Fralick Woburn Board of Health August 26, 2004 | Telephone
Michael Raymond Woburn Resident August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Donna Robbins Wobumn Resident August 31, 2004 { In Person***
Linda Raymond Aberjona River Study Coalition, August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Inc.
Kathy Barry Aberjona River Study Coalition, August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Inc.
John Ciriella Woburn Resident August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Notes:

* - Documented in interview record for Jonathan Bridge
** . Documented in interview record for James R, Greacen
*** _ Interviewed simultaneously. Documented as a group interview.

The following summarizes key information obtained during the interviews. The swmmaries are
grouped by State/Local Government and Community, and by PRP Consultants. The summary
does not provide a complete recitation of the interviews. For a detailed accounting of the
interviews with each individual or group, refer to the Interview records provided in Attachment
6.

6.5.1 Summary of State/Local Government and Community Interviews

Overall Impression of the Project

Based on the results of the interviews conducted, operation of the selected remedy for the Source
Areas (OU-1) has proceeded without significant issue or concern, although several interviewees
questioned the decision of NEP to cease operation of their treatment system. These interviewees
remain concerned that contaminant concentrations were still present in groundwater above ROD
action levels, despite the overall improvement in the extent and magnitude of contamination in
soil and groundwater at NEP. Some interviewees felt that further remedial actions are warranted
for groundwater at NEP. MADEP commented that NEP has also not met the standard of care for
a Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) remedy. Representatives of the City of Woburn stated
there have been no complaints regarding the operation of the Source Area (OU-1) remedy or
related EPA activities.

MADEP indicated they were pleased with the progress at the Source Area (OU-1), but expressed
disappointment that an agreement was not reached with Olympia sooner. MADEP is also
concerned about the possible lack of plume capture at UniFirst and Grace. The Central Area
{OU-2) has been a source of frustration given the lack of progress afier the completion of the
Phase 1A Report. MADEP did not have much mvolvement with the Aberjona River Study (OU-
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3), but MADEP’s role in the river study has increased over recent years.

Site Management/Qperation

Many felt that the project is currently well managed and that representatives of EPA are well
intentioned and accessible. Many commented favorably about EPA’s level of technical expertise
and the professionalism and approachability. One Jocal government interviewee commented that
compared to the “early days” of the site, the project has progressed in “quantum leaps™ and feels
the project is *being handled very responsibly by EPA today.” Other local government officials
noted the EPA availability and willingness to participate int local planning activities, such as
those undertaken by the WRA. This same official offered similar comments regarding MADEP.
MADEP commented that the level of communication from EPA and invitations for involvement
have increased in recent years. Some interviewees noted the slowness of decision-making
relative to the site, but also noted the care required because of the site’s high profile.

12004-290 6-12



Availability of Information/Communication

City of Woburn representatives, with one exception, feel that information pertaining to the Wells
G&H site is readily available to those who might be interested. All noted that EPA-driven
communication is generally associated with announcements of EPA mtiatives or findings. Some
noted that EPA could step up their notification of the availability of new information through the
newspapers or through the local cable access television station. Many avail themselves of the
Wells G&H website maintained by EPA to stay current or to explore issues of interest. A
representative of the City of Woburn Board of Health (BOH), however, asked for a greater level
of communication and information dissemination to support the BOH’s role in addressing the
inquiries of <itizens and other parties regarding the Wells G&H site.

MADEDP indicated that they are well informed at this time. After the Phase IA report for OU-2
prepared by the PRPs was released, the communication from EPA dropped off. However,
communication between EPA and MADEP has increased over recent years.

Project Timeline/Milestones

Most community and local/state governmental interviewees expressed a generally negative
sentiment regarding the pace of the project; however, many seemed to acknowledge both the
technical complexities of the Wells G&H site and the legal complexities of the Superfund
process. Many interviewees were aware of several recent EPA milestones and achievements at
the Wells G&H site, including the release of the draft Aberjona River Study (OU-3) and EPA’s
outreach efforts to explain the outcome of the Aberjona River Study. Some were aware of other
recent achievements, such as the publication of the Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk
Assessment for the Southwest Properties.

Public Perception/Stigma

A common theme 1n many interviews with community members and government officials was
the psychology of the local citizenry regarding contamination issues, the on-going public
perception, and stigma. One interviewee captured the sense of stigma through anecdotes of
comedic jibes at comedy clubs when the interviewee/patron was found to be a Woburn resident,
or stories of business trips to other parts of the country, where the individual would receive
comments, questions or remarks about Woburn contamination (Do you drink the water?™). One
government official described the stigma associated with Woburn water is “almost
insurmountable” despite the present high quality and safety of the public water supply (noting the
Hom Pond aquifer and MWRA supplies and state-of-the-art water treatment for the Horn Pond
aquifer supply).

Interviewees noted that each step EPA takes to advance the remedy has an impact on the state of
mind of Woburn residents. Some expressed that EPA should handle public awareness and public
perception with the utmost care. Local government interviewees were sympathetic to the “give
and take”, or balancing act, between informing the public and avoiding unnecessary fear. The
interviewees nonetheless felt that EPA can do a better job of it and desired less volatile ways of
informing the public. None suggested that the EPA was insensitive to public perception. Public
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perception, stigma, and local psychology regarding contamination issues were COMmorn CONcermns
with local government officials. Some interviewees clearly had deep emotional connections to
the site and either knew the families that suffered the leukemia deaths of their children, or had
children of their own who died from the disease.

Future Water Supply Use of Wells G and H

Interviewees expressed strong opinions about the future nse of the Wells G&H Central Area
{OU-2) aquifer as a public water supply. Community representatives felt that the Wells G&H
aquifer should never again be used in the future as a potable water supply. One interviewee
stated flafly “over my dead body.” However, the City of Woburn is currently disinclined to
decommission the wells. MADEP noted that since EPA is requiring clean-up to drinking water
standards, the community’s underlying concern will at some future point be addressed, but it will
be a long time before people agree to use the Central Area aquifer as a potable water supply.
MADEP added that the City’s awareness of the public concerns, and willingness to postpone a
decision on the use of the aquifer to some future time, is nonetheless consistent with EPA’s goals
for aquifer restoration.

MADEDP noted that the Wetls G&H ROD mentions one sentence on implementing institutional
controls on groundwater until the groundwater is cleaned up or the groundwater contamination is
controlled. It is not clear what uses should be restricted until the Central Area {OU-2) risk
assessment is conducted. Local property owners might tap into the groundwater for irmigation
and suggested that a moratorium or ban be considered on water supply well installations.
Controls may need to be worked out through the City government. Restrictions may not be
necessary until afier the OU-2 risk assessment is compieted. Following the risk assessment, the
institutional control could be targeted more to the pathways/uses that present the greatest
risk/concern.

The Aberjona River Study

Interviewee comments on the Aberjona River Study (OU-3) were varied. Some criticized the
linkage of the Industri-Plex and Wells G&H sites in the river study, although the connections
between the two sites were understood. Some noted the results, which evidenced human health
and ecological risk in certain areas of the 38-acre wetland and former cranberry bog, weakened
enthusiasm for passive recreational reuse plans for the Superfund site. One interviewee noted
that the news of the contamination described in the Aberjona River Study has stopped regular
volunteer clean ups of streams, etc., by local groups/environmental organizations. Some
acknowledge the difficult “translation” of the conservative technical risk assessment results to
reasonable wamnings and/or descriptions of the actual public health impact. Signage installed by
EPA to warn local residents of the hazards received a mixed review, and some interviewees
noted the perpetuation of the stigma. Many welcomed the information provided by the Aberjona
River Study, in the context that more information is better than less, and noted that now the
hazards presented by the river are understood more concretely and can be dealt with accordingly.
Some called for a “peer” review of the study by a consultant selected by the community, and
expressed dissatisfaction with EPA’s selection of an outside reviewer (the TOSC/University of
Connecticut review). Others felt that the issues raised by the University of Connecticut as part of
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the TOSC review were inconsequential. Some were concemed about the coverage of sampling
conducted to support the Aberjona River Study and wondered if there may be more areas that
pose risk that have not yet been detected, while others indicated that those who had that point-of-
view were “on the fringe” and perhaps did not “understand the science.” Some mentioned the
impacts to local property values and the possible expansion of the Superfund site, while one local
governmental official indicated that these concerns were fostered, and most loudly expressed, by
the Wells G&H and Industri-Plex PRPs.

MADEP expressed concemn that residential use around the Wells G&H 38-acre wetland has not
been sufficiently evaluated for the future scenario. Future residential development in this area
cannot be ruled out. However, MADEP’s concern is substantially alleviated because of the fairly
conservative recreational exposure scenarios used, and because this area will likely be the focus
of aremedy. A remedy will require the Superfund Five Year Review process, which can reopen
the remedy in the future if necessary to address new or unaccounted for scenarios. MADEP
noted the concems of the Town of Winchester BOH related to Aberjona River flooding and risk
posed to construction workers implementing a potential flood control remedy, but felt that the
information presented in the Aberjona River Study addressed their concermns.

All were very interested in what remedy would ultimately be selected for the Aberjona River.
Some expressed that the contaminants should not be disturbed and questioned the ability for
anyone to dredge the sediments without leading to downstream impacts (e.g., the Town of
Winchester and the Mystic Lakes). Some expressed concern over the reliability and long-term
responsibility for any institutional control that might be implemented with a sediment capping
remedy.

Complaints/Incidents

The only complaints or incidents noted by interviewees at the Wells G&H Site were related to
penipheral issues such as the paintball recreational activity near Wells G&H, instances of illegal
dumping in the vicinity of the site and former cranberry bog, and concerns regarding the potential
environmental impact of the rifle range. All expressed concermn over the future use of the site and
whether the site could be used safely in the future. One interviewee felt that EPA’s studies
should end with the river, noting further that the site has been “studied to death.”

Help to the Neighborhood and/or Community

When asked if the activities conducted to date have helped the local community, some
commented that the studies performed relative to pump and treat remedies at the Source Areas,
the Aberjona River study, etc., have “shown what is in people’s back yards.” Therefore, the
activities conducted to date have helped by providing information, and the community has
benefitted by being informed. Others felt that the only activity that has actually helped the
community was shutting down the wells.

MADEP also thought the shut down of the wells was the first step to help the community.

However, EPA’s examination of vapor intrusion issues and industrial exposures to contaminated
groundwater will be helpful. Direct exposure routes to contaminated groundwater are currently
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limited and the Source Area (OU-1) remedies are helping to prevent further degradation, but the
Central Area (OU-2) aquifer is still not cleaned up.

MADEP commented further that the community would realize further benefit once the exposures
attributable to contaminated river sediments and vapor intrusion are addressed. Since the public
knows the Source Areas (OU-1) are being addressed, and paid for, by the PRPs, the public might
derive some satisfaction that the polluters are paying for the clean-up.

MADEP noted with regard to the Central Area (QU-2) and the Aberjona River (OU-3) that
people are concerned that the continued activity will perpetuate the stigma of Wobum as a
polluted place. However, MADEP felt that the remediation of the river will be a significant help
to the neighborhood and will have a very obvious impact.

Industri-Plex Superfund Site

Many local government and community interviewees offered comments about the nearby
Industri-Plex Superfund site. These comments were not summarized here unless they had direct
bearing on discussions concemning the Wells G&H Site. See the Interview Records provided in
Attachment 6 for additional information.

6.5.2 Summary of PRP Consultant Interviews
Overall Impression/General Sentiment

PRP consultants felt that the remedial systems they installed and/or oversee at the Source Area
(OU-1) properties are working as intended. At the properties where systems are installed and
running (Grace, UniFirst, Wildwood), interviewees noted decreases in contaminant
concentrations over the last five years, but the decreases have not been dramatic. NEP’s
consultant commented on the success of their system, which removed 85 pounds of VOCs using
an SVE system between February 1998 and March 2000. ROD soil ¢lean-up criteria have been
met, but 4 wells with PCE and 1 well with TCE still exceed clean-up levels. RETEC noted that
they are getting good contaminant recovery from the Wildwood treatment system and that they
are happy with how the treatment systern 1s running.

The consultant for Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace for the Central Area (OU-2) commented that his
impression is influenced by his sense of “what’s next?” He views project activity relative to the
Central Area (OU-2) as dormant, but not done. Fieldwork for OU-2 was completed in 1993 and
the Phase 1A report prepared by the PRPs was submitted in 1994, They are waiting for EPA
comments on the 1994 Phase 1A report.
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O&M Presence

At the properties where systems are installed and running (Grace, UniFirst, Wildwoaod),
interviewees noted that they have a regular physical presence at the site (generally once to three
times per week, depending on the property) and that their systems are equipped with electronic
monitoring capabilities that will alert them to malfunctions/problems that accur when they are
not on-site. NEP has not had a regular presence at the site since the system was shut down in
March 2000, although they continue to monitor groundwater contarmination annually.

Changes to Remedial Systems

The most significant changes to the systems are generally related to unit operation equipment
changes, such as replacing UV/Ox treatment systems with GAC units as influent contaminant
levels have dropped. Generally, the PRPs have realized an improvement in efficiency (cost
effectiveness) with the treatment equipment changes they have implemented (for example, GAC
systems are less energy intensive than UV/Ox systems). Grace also noted a change from UV/Ox
treatment to GAC units only. Grace also changed the frequency and number of weils used for
monitoring, and began using passive diffusion bag samplers instead of groundwater sampling
pumps. Grace reported receiving separate approvals from EPA for these changes.

NEP operated their AS/SVE system from February 1998 to March 2000 having achieved soil
clean-up criteria. NEP now monitors only 9 wells in the plume area annually. Sampling of other
wells at NEP was discontinued in about 2001.

RETEC described monitoring changes at Wildwood with regard to the vapor phase treatment
system, where they switched from FID/PID monitoring of the vapor stream to the eventual use of
laboratory analysis by Method TO-14 with samples collected by SUMMA® canister. RETEC
stated that the changes were implemented at EPA’s request. RETEC continues to screen with a
PID along with the sampling for laboratory analysis. Also, the catalytic oxidation {CATOX) unit
used to treat vapor phase emissions was replaced with an activated carbon treatment system in
June 2000.

O&M Difficulties

The PRP consultants reported periodic O&M difficulties. UniFirst reported power supply issucs
while running the UV/Ox system, and experienced numerous power outages. However, the
UV/Ox system has since been replaced. Consequently, the power supply situation is no longer an
issue. UniFirst has had fewer problems since the change over to GAC. 1,1,1-TCA was noted to
pass through the UniFirst system without much treatment, which is detected at less than 5 ppb in
the effluent. UniFirst reports that 1,1,1-TCA has no groundwater action limit in the ROD.

Grace indicated that the reliability of pneumatic pump hose connections was initially
problematic. They also found the UV/Ox system to be unreliable and costly, characterized by
frequent bulb failures and probiems pumping hydrogen peroxide, with frequent pump failures.
Grace also noted that beavers had caused flooding in the wetlands near the treatment system
discharge pipe, and the replacement of well G36 due to a stuck bailer,
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RETEC indicated that there have been no unexpected O&M difficulties with the Wildwood
system.

O&M Optimization

O&M optimization attempts by the PRPs have generally been directed at improving efficiency
and cost effectiveness. UniFirst is considering increasing the size of their activated carbon filters
to reduce the frequency of change out.

In 1997, Grace shut off 6 recovery wells due to declining concentration and flow, with EPA
approval; additional monitoring was required after shut off, but then Grace received approval to
stop the additional monitoring. The 6 recovery wells are now filled with concrete.

At Wildwood, RETEC reported changes in the air sparging sequence and duration to improve
system efficiency based on an optimization study that targeted sampling points with the highest
detections that generally cormrelated with the highest contaminant recoveries presumed to be
associated with source areas. RETEC stated that these are also the areas of highest groundwater
contamination.

Suggestions

Suggestions, when offered by the PRP consultants, have generally involved reducing the
frequency of sampling. UniFirst and RETEC (Wildwoed) suggested sampling reductions. Grace
offered no suggestions.

RETEC also raised the issue of whether off-gas treatment is still required. If allowed to
eliminate off-gas treatment, they would realize significant cost savings. RETEC claimed that the
off-gas levels from the Wildwood system are protective based on the MADEP off-gas policy.

Clean-up Progress/Contaminant Changes

Regarding the progress of groundwater clean-up, the PRP consultants generally report slowly
decreasing contaminant concentrations at this phase of treatment. None have experienced any
changes in the mix of contaminants they are monitoring and treating. Grace reports that they are
down to ppb levels for their contaminants,

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), the project is not at the remedy stage. The PRPs are in mid-
process and awaiting further comment/direction from EPA. However, the Beatrice, UniFirst and
Grace consultant noted that long-term monitoring has shown decreasing concentrations with
time.
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Presence of LNAPL/DNAPL

None have reported any indication that DNAPL or light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) is
present. However, none have actively checked for the presence of separate phase product
recently, including the UniFirst property, which was identified as a chlorinated solvent DNAPL
site during early remedial investigations. Grace indicated that their concentrations are not
indicative of DNAPL. NEP indicated that they have not checked for the presence of DNAPL.
RETEC has had no indication of NAPL presence at Wildwood based on dissolved phase
concentrations and a long history of well gauging. They have never observed free-phase
DNAPL. RETEC described DNAPL dye testing that was performed at the site that did not
demonstrate a separate phase liquid contaminant.

Changes in Pumping Rates

The groundwater-pumping rate at UniFirst has recently changed following a recent replacement
of a failed extraction pump. The goal at the UniFirst site is to maintain a groundwater elevation
of 15 feet above sea level, and pumping rates vary to meet this goal. However, UniFirst is
currently having trouble maintaining the 15-foot elevation because the new pump, which was
installed within 2 weeks of the August 3, 2004 interview, has inadequate pumping capacity.

Grace reported they pump at 5 or 6 gpm, which fluctuates with rainfall and soil conductivity in
different areas of the site.

As noted previously, NEP discontinued use of the SVE system in March 2000.

RETEC noted that pumping rates at Wildwood are generally consistent with the exception of a
blockage incident in one of the lines during the last six months. Pumping rates for one well
dropped from 21 gpm to 12 gpm. However, the pumping rates have been restored since
rectifying the problem. RETEC switched 1o a spare line installed during system construction and
swapped pumps to solve the problem.

Projections for Achieving Clean-up

Projections for achieving clean-up overall or in subportions of the site are unclear at this time.
The PRP consultants interviewed either have not performed projection calculations recently, or
deferred to other members of their consulting team (i.e., Harvard Project Services deferred to The
Johnson Company for a clean-up projection for the UniFirst site). Consultants for UniFirst
added that it is difficult to isolate a subportion of the site due to the fractured bedrock at the site.

Grace indicated that they have never estimated the projected clean-up.

NEP indicated that projecting overall clean-up is difficult and noted that clean up criteria
exceedances at NEP are in shallow groundwater.

RETEC has not forecasted the completion of ¢lean-up at Wildwood, although they expect to
reach an asymptote at some point. RETEC has no knowledge of what volume/mass of
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contaminant was initially released at Wildwood; therefore it is difficult to forecast system
performance based on a mass balance. RETEC noted that given Wildwood’s fractured bedrock
setting, they are comfortable with the capture being achieved, stating further that the system is
“working as advertised.” They can demonstrate drawdowns in the bedrock wells, but conceded
that the density of well installations is not sufficient to develop piezometric surface contour plots.
RETEC noted that there might be isolated locations where the MCLs are exceeded at Wildwood
outside of the system footprint to the south.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), all the companies involved see this as a multi-decade
process to achieve the clean-up goals. The PRPs have one decade’s worth of data supporting this
conclusion.

Clean-up Performance Expectations

The PRP consultants have generally seen contaminant levels steady recently, and were not certain
that contaminant levels would drop further with time, suggesting asymptotic tailing. Grace
indicated that they have no expectations for future contaminant behavior relative to prescribed
clean-up levels. RETEC anticipates achieving asymptotic contaminant reductions. NEP believes
they are very close to achieving clean-up.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), the Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace consultant noted that other
sources on other properties will affect the Central Area clean-up. The practicality of restoring the
Central Area was questioned, citing the potential impact of the Aberjona River sediments and
impacts from other multiple contaminant sources in the watershed. The Central Area is cross and
downgradient of other sources, and there are other sources upgradient of Qlympia. The Central
Area is complicated because other sources are impacting it.

Pulse Pumping

Some PRP consultants have considered and/or implemented pulsed pumping/system operation.
UniFirst does not employ pulsed pumping, but Grace and Wildwood have implemented pulsed
pumping to improve extraction efficiency. Grace formerly cycled the pumping of Recovery Well
22 (the presumed location of small solvent dumping near a door), but are now pumping
constantly and concentrations are declining. No further pumping changes are anticipated by
Grace.

At Wildwood, RETEC indicated that have considered and implemented pulse operation of the
sparge points. They believe the pulsing has helped, but has not made a significant difference in
contaminant removal rates. They have, however, realized a significant savings in electricity.
Their optimization study found that there were diminishing returns when they operated the
individual sparge points for more than 8 consecutive hours.
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Potential Off-Site Contaminant Impacts

With regard to potential off-site contaminant impacts, the UniFirst system works by design to
capture contaminated groundwater originating from the Grace property, which has only a shallow
bedrock/overburden treatment system.

Grace noted that they have discussed this topic many times with EPA and believe that offsite
chlorinated solvent contaminants are entering the site from the South due to the groundwater
withdrawals at the Grace site.

NEP was not aware of any potential off-site source of contamination with the potential to impact
their site.

RETEC identified the Industri-Plex site north of Route 128 as an upgradient site with the
potential to impact site clean-up at Wildwood. RETEC stated that they have not seen any data to
say that Industri-Plex is contnbuting to contamination of their site in any significant way.
Nonetheless, it makes them wonder what impact Industri-Plex has had, or could have, on the
Wildwood property.

Potential Off-Site Hvdraulic Impacts

None were aware of any off-site anthropogenic hydraulic impacts or groundwater withdrawal
unrelated to the Source Area (OU-1) treatment systems that could be impacting system
performance. By design, the UniFirst and Grace systems work in concert.

RETEC noted that beavers have had an impact on local hydrelogy at Wildwood due to dam
construction. There are beaver dams north and south of the Wildwood property on the Aberjona
River,

Seasonal Effects/Impacts on Remedial Systems

Seasonal effects impact some of the Source Area treatment systems. UniFirst reported that their
remedial system appears to struggle when groundwater elevations are highest such as in the
spring. Also, during spring rain events, the groundwater is much more turbid, which causes
problems with the filter systems and increases O&M time. Grace and NEP noted that they only
monitor water levels annually, and therefore cannot not comment on seasonal gradient changes.
Grace operates their system in batches and does not currently experience system impacts due to
water levels, although water levels did affect the old system.

RETEC reported no seasonal impacts to the Wildwood system.
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Integrity of Sewers

When asked about the integrity of the on-site sewers, UniFirst deferred to The Johnson
Company, and added that PCE was not used on-site (no dry cleaning performed on-site); PCE
was only stored in tanks to buffer price fluctuations.

Grace reported that sewers are present on-site and described smoke testing of the sewers
conducted many years ago to determine the discharge locations for different portions of the
building. Currently, storm drains are present and a sanitary sewer serves the building,

NEP’s consultant stated that they were not aware of the condition of the on-site sewers and
referred the question to NEP.

At Wildwood, RETEC stated that the sewer lines serving the remedial system are intact and
noted the annual monitoring (camera inspections) conducted by the MWRA on the Authority’s
sewer line, which crosses the Wildwood property. Both the MWRA and City of Woburn sewer
lines run through the Wildwood treatment area. No distinction has been made during
investigations between soil and the sewer bedding. RETEC stated that the action of the
Wildwood sparging system should treat any contamination in the bedding medium.

Regarding the Central Area (QU-2), the Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace consultant noted that the trunk
sewer by the railroad tracks traditionally overflowed. However, over the last 10 years there have
been no reports of overflows. The Romicon facility in East Cummings Park had corroded sewer
pipes and they were chlorinated solvent users. They could have introduced contaminants to
groundwater. Romicon is no longer located in East Cummings Park and the sewers may have
been fixed. Grace and UniFirst have submitied information to EPA in this regard in the past.

Remaiming Surficial Soil Contamination

The following summarizes responses received relative to the presence of surface soil
contamination, Several interviewees also discussed subsurface soil contamination; therefore, this
information is also included.

UniFirst acknowledged the presence of residual soil contamination on the UniFirst property. Soil
contamination is likely deep and below the loading dock, The original contamination was
assessed as being from PCE unloading to the storage tank in the loading dock. The working
theory is that after the PCE was pumped to the tank, the filler hose was allowed to empty to the
ground in the dock area. The dock drained to a dry well, which resulted in releases to soil and
groundwater. The dock area is now covered by a building and is inaccessible. Once the
groundwater is cleaned-up, the contaminated soil can be remedied. UniFirst’s consultant stated
that if groundwater is not cleaned-up first, then the soil could become re-contaminated.

Grace acknowledged that soil contamination is likely present by recovery well RW-22, which is

where workers likely disposed of used solvents to the ground. EPA will further discuss with
Grace the potential for soil contamination to remain by RW-22. [Historically, Grace removed
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soil contamination from their property in the mid-1980's prior to EPA’s remedy decision.
Consequently, a soil remedy at Grace was not called for in the ROD.]

NEP indicated that the source area is paved and that the AS/SVE system removed subsurface
contamination to below clean-up levels,

RETEC stated that there is no surficial soil contamination remaining on the Wildwood property.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), the Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace consultant was not aware of any
surficial soil contamination in the Central Area, but noted that the Central Area RI focused on
groundwater. He noted the occurrence of a small patch of petroleum contamination on a city
parcel back when Barbara Newman (EPA) was involved. He noted that it was not considered a
concern. He recalled that 1t was an extremely minor issue that may have been documented in an
Ecology & Environment, Incorporated (E&E) report or later supplemental or interim RI reports.

Changes in Site Ownersghip

The ownership of the Source Area properties has not changed in the last 5 years. However,
occupancy of the UniFirst property has changed. A storage company now occupies the UniFirst
facility. The Grace facility is currently inactive, but the site was used as a warehouse prior to
1995. Grace is currently marketing the property and reported active interest by a restaurant.
Grace is seeking to rezone the property for commercial uses.

RETEC and NEP reported no changes in site ownership or occupancy at the Wildwood and NEP
sites, respectively.

Institutional Controls

Consultants for Grace stated that no institutional controls have been implemented on the Grace
property. Consultants for UniFirst, NEP, and Wildwood were not aware of any institutional
controls placed on the properties.
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7.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

This section discusses the technical assessment of the remedy and provides answers to the three
questions posed in the EPA Guidance (EPA, 2001a),

7.1  Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

The remedy at OU-1 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon
completion, and in the interim, exposure pathways that could resuit in unacceptable risk are
being controlled, or could be controlled with the use of institutional controls. Potential
limitations have been identified with respect to the documentation of an adequate degree of
hydraulic control and groundwater contamination capture being achieved at some of the Source
Area properties (as previously descnibed).

7.2 Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, clean-up levels, and
remedial action objectives (RAQOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still
valid?

7.2.1 Review of Risk Assessments and Toxicity Factors Serving as the Basis for the
Remedy

Operable Unit 1 — Source Areas Properties
Risk Assessment Review

The Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) evaluated potential impacts to human health and
the environment in the absence of remedial action under both current and potential future use
scenarios. The site was divided into siX areas which were treated individually. The six areas
included the five Source Area properties and the Central Area , defined as the area surrounding
Wells G and H, the Aberjona River, and the wetlands (i.e., the nonsource areas). Human
exposures were considered at all six areas; ecological exposures were only evaluated for the
Central Area. Further summary information relative to the Central Area evaluation is included
under the Central Area (OU-2) and Aberjona River Study (OU-3) sections which follow.

For the human health source area evaluation, groundwater and soil exposures at the five Source
Area properties were examined. Future residential groundwater use was evaluated for each area
and included the ingestion of drinking water and inhalation of volatiles while showering.
Because groundwater was used at the time as process water at the NEP facility, groundwater was
also evaluated for the inhalation of volatiles released to indoor air during commercial
groundwater use for the NEP source area. Current soil exposures at the NEP and Olympia
properties were evaluated for adolescent trespasser and commercial worker exposures via
ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation exposures. Current trespasser exposures only were
evaluated for the Wildwood property. Due to the presence of paving at the UniFirst property, the
current soil exposure pathway was considered incomplete. The NEP, Olympia, Wildwood, and
UniFirst properties were also evaluated for future residential soil exposures via ingestion and
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dermal contact. No soil Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPCs) were identified for the
Grace property; therefore, no soil evaluation was conducted at this property.

The evaluation of future domestic use of groundwater at all five source areas resulted in
estimated risks above a level of concern. Significant groundwater risk contributors included
arsenic, chleroform, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, t,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride. Current risks were noted
at the Wildwood property based on adolescent trespasser soil exposures. In addition, soil
exposures based on future residential assumptions resulted in risks above a level of concern for
the NEP and Wildwood properties. Significant risk contributors for the Wildwood property
included chlordane, 4,4'-DDT, PCBs, PAHs, and lead. Phthalates and tetrachloroethene were the
primary risk contributors in soils at NEP.

In this five-year review report, the toxicity values that served as the basis for the clean-up levels,
as contained in the ROD, have been re-gvaluated to determine whether any changes in toxicity
impact the protectiveness of the remedy. Any changes in current or potential future exposure
pathways or exposure assumptions that may impact remedy protectiveness are also noted. In
addition, environmental data, available since the last five-year review, have been evaluated to
determine whether exposure levels existing at the Site present a risk to current human receptors.

Changes in Toxicity

Table 3 presents the changes in toxicity values (oral reference doses and oral cancer slope
factors) for compounds selected as COPCs in the 1988 Endangerment Assessment. Updated
toxicity information was obtained from the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS; EPA,
2004d} and from the National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA), a division of EPA.
In general, minor changes (i.e., slight increases or decreases) in toxicity values have occurred for
most COPCs. However, the safe level of exposure to manganese (i.e. manganese toxicity value)
has been reduced by a factor of 10 since 1988 rendering the compound more toxic than had
previously been believed. Manganese levels in groundwater were not above a level of concern in
the 1988 Endangerment Assessment, despite the fact that manganese was present at levels that
may have been aesthetically unpleasing (exceeded the secondary MCL of 50 ug/L). Based upon
a current evaluation of manganese using the current toxicity estimates, future exposures to
manganese in groundwater may exceed safe levels at some of the Source Area QU-1 properties.
Therefore, manganese in QU-1 groundwater may require further investigation to determine if
concentration exceed nisk levels based upon the current toxicity estimates.

Clean-up standards for groundwater were established as MCLs, which is consistent with the
current selection of groundwater clean-up standards in areas that may serve as a potential source
of drinking water. Therefore, changes in toxicity values for these compounds do not impact the
protectiveness of the remedy. All COCs in groundwater, based on the results of the 1988
Endangerment Assessment, were targeted for clean-up, with the exception of arsenic. At that
time, groundwater concentrations at the Source Area properties were not considered above the
arsenic MCL of 50 ug/L. However, the MCL for arsenic has been reduced to 10 ug/L since 1988.
Concentrations of arsenic in groundwater at the Source Area properties did not exceed the
historical MCL of 50 pg/L.
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Table 3: Comparison of 1988 and 2004 Oral Reference Doses and Oral
Cancer Slope Factors for Compounds of Potential Concern
Wells G&H Superfund Site

Oral Reference Dose (RID) Oral Slope Factor (SF)
Contaminant of (mg/kg-day) (mg/kg-day)'
Potential Concern 1988 2004 1938 2004
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.12 0.1 0.091 N/A
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.009 0.05 .6 N/A
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.02 0.28 N/A N/A
1.2-Dichlorobenzene (.09 0.09 N/A N/A
1,2-Dichloroethane N/A 0.2 0.091 0.091
Acetone 0.1 0.9 N/A N/A
Chloroform 0.01 0.01 0.081 N/A
Methylene Chloride 0.06 0.06 0.0073 0.0075
Tetrachloroethene 0.02 001 0.051 0.54
wans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.01 0.02 N/A N/A
Toluene 0.3 0.2 N/A N/A
Trichloroethene N/A 0.0003 0.011 0.4
Vinyl Chloride N/A 0.003 23 1.5
Xylenes 2 0.2 N/A N/A
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.02 0.02 0.0084 0.014
PAHSs! 0.41 0.02 11.5 7.3
Pentachlorophenol 0.03 0.03 N/A 0.12
Phenol 0.04 0.3 N/A N/A
4,4-DDT 0.0005 0.0005 0.34 0.34
Aldrin 0.00003 0.00003 17 17
Chiordane 0.00005 0.00005 1.3 0.35
PCBs* N/A 0,00002 7.7 2
Antimony 0.0004 0.0004 N/A N/A
Arsenic N/A 0.0003 1.5 1.5
Barium 0.05 0.07 N/A N/A
Cadmium (water) 0.0005 0.001 N/A N/A
Chromium VI 0.005 0.003 N/A N/A
Copper 0.037 0.03 N/A N/A
Iron’ I N/A N/A N/A
Lead® 0.0006 N/A N/A N/A
Manganese (water) 022 0024 N/A N/A
Manganese (other media) 0.22 Q.07 N/A N/A
Mercury (inorganic) 0.0014 0.0003 NIA N/A
Mercury (organic) 0.0014 0.0001 NiA N/A
Nicket 0.02 0.02 NIA N/A
ui_nc 0.21 0.3 W/A N/A

N/A = Not Applicable or Not Available
1. Naphthalene used for RfD; benzo(a)pyrene used for slope factor. The slope factor is then
adjusted for relative potency of other carcinogenic PAHs. No adjustment for relative potency

was made in 1988.

bl

value for this compound.

1988 value for slope factor used Aroclor 1260
No toxicity value is currently available for iron. Region I does not concur with the provisional

4. Lead currently evaluated through the use of lead exposure models for children and adults.
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Based upon a current evaluation of arsenic using the current MCL, future exposures to arsenic in
groundwater may exceed safe levels at some of the Source Area OU-1 properties. Therefore,
arsenic in OU-1 groundwater may require further investigation to determine if concentration
exceed risk levels based upon current toxicity estimates.

Soil contaminants requiring clean-up were based on the CQCs identified as presenting a direct-
contact hazard by the Endangerment Assessment. VOCs s¢lected as groundwater COCs were
also targeted for clean-up in soil based on their potential to serve as a source of contamination to
groundwater. Only tetrachloroethene in NEP soils presented a direct contact risk to humans.
However, to assure that the clean-up levels for other volatile compounds in soil do not present a
direct contact risk using current toxicity information, a comparison of the leaching-based soil
clean-up levels to Region 9 residential soil preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) has been
performed. PRGs are developed based on current toxicity information and correspond to a
carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 and a noncarcinogenic risk of 1. This comparison indicates that the
soil clean-up levels are adequately protective for a residential exposure scenario. The soil clean-
up level for lead was calculated by using the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model
(EPA, 2002c). This model continues to be used to evaluate acceptable levels in soil. Clean-up
levels for non-volatile contaminants {chlordane, 4,4'-DDT, PAHs, and PCBs) were based on a
direct contact risk. Further evaluation of these compounds (lead and non-volatile contaminants)
also indicates that the soil clean-up levels remain protective with respect to human health.

Even though soil and groundwater clean-up levels remain largely protective at the Source Area
properties, until the clean-up is complete, exposure to levels of contamination in soil and
groundwater in excess of clean-up levels should be prevented. Subsurface soil contamination in
excess of clean-up levels may remain at the Unifirst and Olympia properties. Access controls to
source area properties (e.g. fencing, paving, foundations, etc.) are currently present to prevent
surface soil contact, even though significant residual surface soil contamination is unlikely to be
present based on remedy implementation. Institutional controls may be necessary to prevent the
use of groundwater from the Source Area properties and prevent direct contact with residual
subsurface soil contamination at the Unifirst and Olympia properties.

Changes in Exposure Pathways/Assumptions

The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion uses of
groundwater such as dermal contact exposures during industrial groundwater usage. Direct
contact exposures associated with excavation into the water table by workers were also not
evaluated. Until groundwater treatment is complete, institutional controls should be
implemented to prevent the use of source area groundwater and to limit contact with shallow
(i.e., less than 15 feet below ground surface) groundwater encountered during excavation
activities.

A second pathway of current potential concern for the Source Area properties is the indoor air
pathway. The UniFirst and Grace properties were the subject of indoor air sampling in
Apnil/May 1989 (ENSR, 1989). Included in the analysis of indoor air samples were trans-1,2,-
dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, tetrachloroethene, trichlorothene, and vinyl chloride.
Vinyl chloride was not detected in any of the historical indoor air samples. These historical
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ndoor air data have been evaluated to determine potential risk based on the use of current
recommended exposure assumptions and toxicity values. Attachment 7.1 contains the indoor air
risk calculations performed for the UniFirst and Grace properties.

Maximum detected indoor air concentrations from ENSR (1989) were selected for evaluation.
Table 1 in Attachment 7.1 provides a summary of the maximum detected indoor air
concentrations, The UniFirst property is a current active commercial property, and is likely to
remain commercial in the future. The Grace property is currently unoccupied, but is likely to be
used commercially in the future, consistent with previous commercial use of the property.
Therefore, commercial workers were evaluated by assuming exposure for 8 hours per day, 250
days of the year, for an exposure duration of 25 years (Table 2 in Attachment 7.1; EPA, 1997).
These exposure assumptions represent Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) assumptions for
a commercial scenario presented in the Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA, 1997). Inhalation
toxicity values for noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects are provided in Tables 3 and 4,
respectively, in Attachment 7.1. This evaluation of the historical indoor air results indicates that
risks to commercial workers at the Grace property were within or below EPA risk management
guidelines, while risks to commercial workers at the UniFirst property may have exceeded EPA
risk management guidelines (Table 5 in Attachment 7.1).

Because the historical indoor air data may not represent current site conditions, the risk
associated with indoor air exposures based on the indoor air data is uncertain. Therefore, this
pathway has been further evaluated through use of recent source area groundwater data in the
following section,

Evaluation of Recent Sampling Data

To further address the potential indoor air exposure pathway, a risk screening has been
conducted. The risk screening uses current source area property shallow groundwater data to
model indoor air concentrations that may exist currently or in the future at each of the Source
Area properties, followed by the use of current recommended exposure assumptions and toxicity
values to estimate potential risks. Recent groundwater data was also evaluated for potential
indoor air exposure pathways at the Southwest Properties. This is discussed briefly below in the
Central Area subsection.

The UniFirst and NEP properties are current active commercial properties, and are likely to
remain commercial in the future. The Grace property is currently unoccupied, but is likely to be
used commercially in the future, consistent with previous commercial use of the property.
Because future use of these properties may change, residential use has also been included in the
screeming-level evaluation. The Wildwood and QOlympia properties are currently unoccupied.
Personnel involved with the investigation, cleanup activities, and maintenance of these properties
are periodically on-site. Because the Wildwood and Olympia properties are in areas of mixed
commercial/residential use, future use of these properties may include either commercial or
residential development. '

Consistent with these current and future use assumptions, the Source Area properties have been
evaluated for both commercial and residential future use.
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In order to evaluate the potential for indoor air exposures at the Source Area properties, vapor
intrusion modeling was performed using current shallow groundwater contaminant
concentrations. The maximum detected contaminant concentrations identified in shallow
monitoring wells (i.€., less than 30 feet deep) during the most recent round of sampling at each
source area were selected for the screening. Table 6 in Attachment 7.1 presents the maximum
detected groundwater concentrations at each source area property and a comparison of those
concentrations to screening levels provided in the Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor
Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from Groundwater and Soils (EPA, 2002d). These screening
values, based on a cancer risk of 1E-06 and adjusted to 2 noncarcinogenic risk of 0.1, are used to
focus the evaluation on the most significant potential risk contributors. Based on this screening,
the following contaminants were selected for further evaluation:

UniFirst cis-1,2-dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene;

Grace 1,2-dichloroethene (total), tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and
vinyl chloride;

NEP tetrachloroethene;

Wildwood tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride; and

Olympia dichlorodifluoromethane, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, Freon 113,

tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride.

The Johnson and Ettinger model (EPA, 2003c) was then used to estimate potential indoor air
concentrations, based on groundwater data for these compounds, using assumptions provided in
Table 7 of Attachment 7.1. The maximum modeled indoor air concentrations (Table 8 of
Attachment 7.2} were finally compared to conservative PRGs for ambient air (EPA, 2002b;
cancer risk of 1E-06 and noncarcinogenic risk of 0.1). Because the modeled air concentration of
tetrachloroethene at the NEP property was below the risk-based PR@G, this source area property
was not further evaluated. The modeled indoor air concentrations of the following compounds
exceeded the risk-based PRGs and were further evaluated:

UniFirst tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene;

Grace tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride;
Wildwood tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride; and
Olympia tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride.

For the purposes of risk screening, commercial workers were assumed to be exposed 8 hours per
day, 250 days of the year, for 25 years. Residents (adults and young children) were assumed to
be exposed 24 hours per day, 350 days of the year, for a combined exposure duration of 30 years.
The exposure assumptions are presented in Table 9 of Attachment 7.1 and represent RME
assumptions for commercial and residential scenarios recommended by EPA (EPA, 1997).
Inhalation toxicity values for noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects are provided in Tables 10
and 11, respectively, in Attachment 7.1.

This evaluation indicates that current potential risks at the UniFirst, Grace, NEP, and Wildwood
properties are within or below EPA risk management guidelines, based on assumed commercial
site use. Risk associated with future residential use at the Unifirst, Grace, and NEP properties
are also within or below EPA risk management guidelines. However, estimated future risks at
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the Olympia property (i.e. Former Drum Disposal Area), based on commercial and residential
use assumptions, and the Wildwood property, based on assumed residential use, may exceed
EPA risk management guidelines. Commercial risks are presented in Table 12 in Atitachment
7.1; residential risks are presented in Tables 13 through 18 in Attachment 7.1,

Because risk projections are based on currently incomplete pathways of exposure (e.g. no
commercial activities or exposures at the Olympia property (FDDAY}), the indoor air pathways at
the Source Area properties are unlikely to present a current risk of harm to humans and the
remedy remains protective with respect to the indoor air pathway. However, should commercial
activities be proposed for the Olympia property (FDXDA), land use change 1o residential for the
Olympia and Wildwood properties, or shallow groundwater VOCs concentrations change
significantly from this evalunation, indoor air exposures to VOCs from groundwater may present a
hazard requiring further consideration/evaluation.

Operable Unit 2 — Central Area

The Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) evaluated potential impacts to human health and
the environment in the absence of remedial action under both current and potential future use
scenanios for the Central Area, defined as the area surrounding Wells G and H, the Aberjona
River, and the wetlands (i.e., the nonsource areas). Information relative to soil, sediment, and
surface water exposures within the Aberjona River and wetlands is included under the Aberjona
River Study (OU-3) section which follows.

Human exposures to groundwater within the Central Area were examined. Future residential
groundwater use was evaluated and included the ingestion of drinking water and inhalation of
volatiles while showering. Because groundwater was used at the time as process water at the
Riley Tannery, Centrat Area groundwater was also evaluated for the inhalation of volatiles
released to indoor air during commercial groundwater use. Only the future residential use of
groundwater within the Central Area resulted in estimated risks above a level of concern.
Significant groundwater risk contributors included tetrachlorocthene and trichloroethene.

EPA also completed a baseline risk assessment for the Southwest Properties portion of QU-2 in
March 2004. The risk assessment evaluated human and ecological risks at the three properties
(Aberjona, Whitney, and Murphy) and at the Murphy Wetland, situated between the Murphy and
Whitney properties. The results of the risk assessment indicated that groundwater at the site
poses a risk to human health under a future residential drinking water scenario. The significant
groundwater risk contnibutors were identified as 1,3-dichlorobenzene, benzene, cis-1,2-
dichloroethene, 1,1,2-trichloroethane, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, C9-C18 aliphatic
hydrocarbons, C11-C22 aromatic hydrocarbons, arsenic, and manganese. Future indoor air
exposures at the Whitney property were also indicated to pose a significant human health risk
due to the presence of petroleum hydrocarbons in the subsurface that may migrate into a future
building. The subsurface vapor intrusion pathway did not indicate a risk above EPA risk
management criteria at the Murphy and Aberjona properties. Risks below EPA risk management
criteria were determined for direct contact with shallow groundwater (less than 15 feet below the
ground surface) for a construction worker scenario. The risks associated with direct contact and
ingestion of soil exceeded EPA risk management criteria only at the Whitney property. Primary
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risk contributors included PCBs, chlordane, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Direct contact and
ingestion of sediment within the Murphy wetland also exceeded risk management criteria due to
the presence of PCBs and chromium. The baseline ecological risk assessment suggests that
PCBs in sediments may pose current and future risks to mammals, as represented by the muskrat
and/or short-tailed shrew. PCBs may also pose current and future risks to sediment organisms
inhabiting the seasonally ponded area of the Murphy Wetland. In addition, several inorganic
contaminants (e.g., chromium and lead) in sediments may also pose risk to mammals foraging
within the seasonally ponded area as wel] as sediment organisms inhabiting this area. Detailed
risk information for the Southwest Properties can be found in the March 2004 Southwest
Properties Baseline Risk Assessment {see TRC, 2004).

The MADEP Groundwater Use and Value Determination for OU-2 (MADEP, 2004) indicates
that groundwater within the Central Arca has a medium use and value. The determination further
describes that groundwater exposure scenarios should include, but not be limited to: (1) ingestion
and exposures from other domestic uses (e.g., showering and bathing); (2) inhalation of vapors
from seepage into buildings; (3) use of groundwater in industrial processes; (4) other potential
exposures during industrial and residential activities; (5) worker exposures during excavation
into groundwater; and (6) exposures resulting from discharge to surface water. With the
exception of the groundwater to surface water discharge pathway, evaluated under the Aberjona
River Study (OU-3), all other pathways identified should be evaluated for potential human health
risk.

The evaluation of OU-2 is ongoing and will include the completion of a baseline human health
risk assessment for groundwater likely in 2005. Based on the MADEP groundwater use and
value determination, this risk assessment should include an evaluation of ingestion, inhalation,
and dermal contact exposures during honsehold water use, but also an evaluation of other non-
ingestion groundwater uses (e.g., irngation, filling of swimming pools, industrial process water,
and warm-water car washing) and exposures (e.g., excavation worker, impacts to indoor and
outdoor air). These exposures were partially evaluated as part of the previous risk assessments
completed for Southwest Properties portion of OQU-2. A comprehensive round of groundwater
sampling was performed in support of the Phase 1A Remedial Investigation Report (RETEC,
1994). No significant further study of the Central Area has been conducted since 1994,
However, limited sampling of groundwater monitoring wells located within portions of the
Central Area, conducted primarily in support of the Southwest Properties risk assessment,
indicate continued exceedances of MCLs. Because current nsk assessment guidance
recommends the use of groundwater data representative of current site conditions, collected using
low flow sampling procedures, additional data collection will likely be necessary before initiation
of the Central Area (OU-2) Aquifer baseline human health risk assessment.

One pathway of current potential concem for the Central Area is the indoor air pathway.

Because residential areas are located immediately downgradient of the UniFirst, Grace, and NEP
properties, it is possible that groundwater from the Source Area properties may be impacting
indoor air quality in these nearby residential areas. To address this potential exposure pathway, a
risk screening has been conducted to: (1) re-evaluate existing historical indoor air data using
current recommended exposure assumptions and toxicity values; and (2} model current
groundwater data to estimate indoor air concentrations in downgradient residential areas,
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followed by the use of current recommended exposure assumptions and toxicity values to
estimate potential risks.

The Dewey Avenue area, including the Puddle Duck Day Care Center, is downgradient of the
UniFirst and Grace properties. This area was the subject of indoor air sampling in July 1989 and
October 1991, followed by an evaluation of those data in 1995 (ATSDR, 1995). Contaminants
detected in indoor air samples and stated as potentially being site-related include 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene. Other detected indoor air contaminants
were identified as likely the result of usage of household chemicals (e.g., cleaning products) at
the residences and day care center. The conclusion of the 1995 ATSDR report was that “indoor
air m the site vicinity represents no apparent public health hazard.” These historical indoor air
data, along with current groundwater data collected in the vicinity of downgradient residential
areas, have been evaluated to determine whether this conclusion remains valid. Attachment 7.2
contains the vapor intrusion modeling and indoor air risk calculations performed for the Dewey
Avenue area.

Maximum detected indoor air concentrations from ATSDR (1995) were selected for re-
evaluation. Table 1 in Attachment 7.2 provides a summary of the maximum detected air
concentrations. 1,1,1-Trichloroethane, 2-butanone, tetrachlorocthene, toluene, and
trichloroethene were selected for evaluation since these contaminants were detected in both
historical indoor air samples from the downgradient residential area and recent shallow
groundwater samples collected from the upgradient Source Area properties. Vinyl chloride was
not detected in historical indoor air samples. Residents (adults and young children) were
assumed to be exposed 24 hours per day, 350 days of the year, for a combined exposure duration
of 30 vears (Table 2 in Attachment 7.2; EPA, 1997). Inhalation toxicity values for
noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects are provided in Tables 3 and 4, respectively, in
Attachment 7.2. This re-evaluation of the historical indoor air results confirms the 1995 ATSDR
conclusions by indicating that risks to Dewey Avenue residents are, based on historical indoor air
data, within or below EPA risk management guidelines (Tables 5 through 7 in Attachment 7.2).

In order to evaluate the potential for current indoor air exposures at the Dewey Avenue area,
vapor intrusion modeling was performed using current groundwater contaminant concentrations.
The maximum detected contaminant concentrations in monitoring wells UC7-1, UC7-2, UC7-3,
and UC7-4, located proximate to the residential area, were selected for the screening-level
evaluation. Detected contaminants include 1,1,1-trichloroethane, cis-1,2,-dichloroethene,
tetrachloroethene, toluene, and trichloroethene. Table 8 in Attachment 7.2 presents the
maximum detected groundwater concentrations and a comparison of those concentrations to
vapor intrusion screening levels (EPA, 20024d), as previously described. Based on this screening,
cis-1,2-dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene were selected for vapor intrusion
modeling. The Johnson and Ettinger model (EPA, 2003c¢}) was used to estimate potential indoor
air concentrations based on groundwater data for these three compounds and assumptions
provided in Table 9 of Attachment 7.2. The maximum modeled indoor air concentrations (Table
10 of Attachment 7.2) were finally compared to risk-based ambient air PRGs (EPA, 2002b).
Because the modeled air concentrations of tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene exceeded the
nsk-based ambient air concentrations, risk was estimated using RME exposure assumptions and
current toxicity values as previously described. The estimated risks (Tables 11 through 13 in
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Attachment 7.2) are within or below EPA risk management guidelines, confirming earlier results
based on indoor air sampling.

The indoor air pathway is also potentially complete downgradient of the NEP property. A
residence was identified on Rifle Range Road, downgradient of monitoring well NEP-106B. The
maximum detected contaminant concentrations in this monitoring well were used for the
screening-level evaluation. Detected contaminants include tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene.
Table 8 in Attachment 7.2 presents the maximum detected groundwater concentrations and a
comparison of those concentrations to vapor intrusion screening levels provided in EPA, 2002d.
Because the maximum detected concentrations of both contaminants exceed the screening
values, tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene were further evaluated through vapor intrusion
modeling (Table 9 of Attachment 7.2). The maximum modeled indoor air concentrations (Table
10 of Attachment 7.2) were then compared to risk-based ambient air PRGs (EPA, 2002b).
Because the modeled air concentration of trichloroethene exceeded its risk-based ambient air
PRG, risk was estimated using RME exposure assumptions and current toxicity values. The
estimated risks (Tables 11, 12, and 14 in Attachment 7.2) are within or below EPA risk
management guidelines.

Although the nisk screening results suggest that the indoor air pathway may not be of concern in
downgradient residential areas, monitoring wells have not been installed in this area, and
therefore, no groundwater data are available from within the Dewey Avenue neighborhood or in
close proximity to the downgradient residence on Rifle Range Road. In addition, there are no
current indoor air data available for these residential areas. Therefore, it is recommended that, as
part of the Central Area (OU-2) investigation, monitoring wells be installed in the immediate
vicinity of the downgradient residences to characterize the nature and extent of potential
groundwater plumes in the areas. In addition, the results of this risk screening should be
confirmed using: (1) indoor air collected from the downgradient residences; (2) recent
groundwater data collected from the immediate vicinity of the downgradient residences; or (3)
s0il gas data collected from beneath or adjacent to residential foundations in these areas. The use
of soil gas data for risk assessment purposes is preferred because it reduces the uncertainty
associated with modeling from groundwater to indoor air while providing a reasonable degree of
confidence that the data generated are representative of source area impact rather than the indoor
use of chemicals in residential settings. The data gathered should be used to assess the indoor air
pathway in the baseline human health risk assessment planned for QU-2, as well as any other
exposures to groundwater.

Operable Unit 3 - Aberjona River Study

The Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) evaluated potential floodplain surface soil,
sediment, and surface water impacts to human health and the environment for the area in the
vicinity of the Aberjona River and wetland, near the Source Area properties.

For the human health evaluation, current child and adult recreational exposures were evaluated
for ingestion and dermal contact with surface soil, dermal contact with sediment, and ingestion of
surface water. Arsenic in sediment was identified as contributing to risk above a level of concern.
For ecological receptors, the evaluation indicated potential risk to aquatic life due to aluminum,
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iron, lead, and phthalates in surface water. Potential risk to invertebrate species were also
identified due to copper, arsenic, chromium, and zinc in sediments. Birds and shrew, which feed
predominantly on earthworms, may be at risk due to the presence of pesticides, PAHs, and PCBs
in sediment.

A baseline human health and ecological risk assessment is currently in progress for the Aberjona
River Study area (OU-3). A draft of the baseline risk assessment was released for public
comment in May 2003. EPA has responded to the public comments, and the revised baseline
risk assessment report is scheduled for release in Fall 2004. The objective of the Aberjona River
Study is to determine whether contaminated media (surface water, sediment, floodplain surface
soil, and biota) within the study area pose risk to human health and the environment. The draft
risk assessment report included the evaluation of environmental data collected between 1995 and
2002, and bioassays with study area sediment.

Potential human health nisks were quantitatively estimated for surface water, sediment and/or
floodplain surface soil exposures at each station determined to be accessible to human receptors
currently or in the future. Risks were estimated for young child and adult recreational receptors
exposed during recreational activities (i.e., swimming or wading). The dermal contact exposure
pathway was evaluated for surface water; the ingestion and dermal contact exposure pathways
were evaluated for sediment and floodplain surface soil. In addition, risk estimation was
performed for the ingestion of fish fillet tissue from river.

Only dermal contact with and ingestion of sediments resulted in risks in excess of EPA risk
management guidelines, primarily due to arsenic. Sediments at two exposure areas (WH and
CB-03) may pose a current risk to humans. WH is situated along the east side of the Wells G&H
38-acres wetland, near former municipal Well H. CB-03 is located in an irrigation channel along
the western side of the center of the former cranberry bog. For these two exposure areas, EPA
has installed warning signs discouraging contact with the sediments in these areas. Exposures at
four additional areas within the 38-acre wetland indicated the potential for risk above EPA risk
management criteria under a potential future scenario. The future scenario assumes that physical
access obstacles (e.g., fencing) are removed, or the area is developed by the construction of a
boardwalk ot pier out into the wetland.

For the baseline ecological nisk assessment, receptor species were selected for exposure
evaluation to represent various components of the food chain in the river/wetland ecosystem.
Receptor species selected for the evaluation included muskrat, green heron, mallard, and short-
tailed shrew. Additional indicator species/communities selected included fish and benthic
invertebrates. The exposure estimates for each receptor species or community were evaluated on
spatial scales representative of the home range of each receptor species. Risks were identified for
muskrat, mallard, shrew, and the benthic invertebrate community. The highest risk to ecological
receptors was found in the Wells G&H 38-acre wetland and the former cranberry bog, associated
with arsenic in sediment. Chromium, copper, lead, and mercury in sediment also contributed to
risk to a lesser extent for one or more stations and/or receptors.

The results presented in the draft report will be updated in the revised baseline risk assessment
report, scheduled for release in Fall 2004. Revisions to the draft report will include the
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mcorporation of comprehensive baseflow and storm event surface water data collected from the
entire river, additional floodplain surface soil and sediment data collected from south of Bacon
Street in Winchester, and sediment core data collected from the entire river to partially
characterize the vertical extent of contaminants m sediment. EPA intends to expand this draft
risk assessment to include environmental data collected immediately upstream of the study area
along the Halls Brook Holding Area (HBHA). The comprehensive risk assessment will be
included in a comprehensive RI report documenting all the data collected along the Aberjona
River and HBHA from North Woburn o the Mystic Lakes. The comprehensive RI will also be
used to develop a comprehensive remedy for the entire river that will address human health and
ecological risks along with the control of contaminant migration from identified sources, if

necessary.

72,1 ARARs Review

This five-year review includes a review of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
{ARARS) to check the impact on the remedy due to changes in standards that were identified as
ARARS in the ROD, newly promulgated standards for COPCs, and TBCs (t0 be considereds)
that may affect the protectiveness of the remedy. The tables in Attachment 8 provide the ARARs
review. The review is summarized below.

The ROD set forth the following ARARs for the selected remedy:

Location-Specific:

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Clean Water Act (CWA)

Wetlands Executive Order (EQO 11990)

- Floodplains Executive Order (EO11888)

- Protection of Archaeological Resources (32 CFR 229)

- Massachusetts Wetland Protection Requirements (310 CMR 10.00)

- Massachusetts Waterways Licenses (310 CMR 9.00)

- Massachusetts Certification for Dredging and Filling (314 CMR 9.00)
Massachusetts Surface Water Discharge Permit Program Requirements (314 CMR
3.00)

Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards {314 CMR 4.00)

Massachusetts Groundwater Quality Standards (314 CMR 6.00) and Groundwater
Discharge Permit Program (314 CMR 5.00)

Air Emission Limitations for Unspecified Sources of Volatile Emissions (310 CMR
7.18(17))

Inland Wetland Orders (302 CMR 6.00)

Operation and Maintenance and Pretreatment Standards for Waste Water Treatment
Works and Indirect Discharges (314 CMR 12.0)

EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy

EPA Directive 9355.0-28; Air Stripper Control Guidance

Chemical-Specific:
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Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

CW A Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC)

EPA Reference Doses (RfDs)

EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group Potency Factors
Massachusetts Drinking Water Regulations (310 CMR 22.00)
- Massachusetts Groundwater Quality Standards

- Massachusetts Drinking Water Health Advisories

Action-Specific:

Record of Decision (September 14, 1989)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

Clean Water Act (CWA)

Clean Air Act (CAA)

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)

Department of Transportation

Hazardous Waste Management Requirements (310 CMR 30.00)
Hazardous Waste Incinerator Air Emission Requirements (310 CMR 7.08(4))
Ambient Air Quality Standards for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
(310 CMR 6.00)

¢ Air Pollution Controls (310 CMR 7.00}

» Employee and Community Right to Know (310 CMR 7.00)

Tables A8-1, AB-2, and A8-3 of Attachment 8 provide an evaluation of ARARS using the
regulations and requirement synopses listed in the RQOD as a basis. The evaluation includes a
determination of whether the regulation is currently ARAR or TBC and whether the requirements
have been met. Most of the listed ARARs remain applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
Site and are being complied with. As indicated in the attached tables some ARARSs no longer
apply, such as the requirements that applied to the on-site incineration component of the remedy
as identified in the ROD. The on-site incineration component was eliminated by the April 1991
ESD.

Changes have been made to ARARs since the development of the ROD. Theses changes are
provided in the table in Attachment 8. No ARARs evaluations were conducted for QU-2 or
OU-3 since these OUs do not have a signed ROD.

7.3  Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question
the protectiveness of the remedy?

There is no information that calls into question the current protectiveness of the Source Area
(OU-1) remedy. However, conditions were identified that could affect the future protectiveness
of the Source Area (OU-1) remedy and require further data collection, analysis or
remedial/corrective actions. These issues include:
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» Lack of institutional controls at Source Area (QU-1) properties.;

¢ Lack of groundwater treatment at NEP and presence of PCE and TCE above ROD
action levels in groundwater;

+ Groundwater extraction at UniFirst that is not achieving design capture objectives;
e Soil remedy at UniFirst has not been implemented;

o Area south of Wildwood treatment system may have groundwater in excess of ROD
action levels and is not receiving treatment;

e Limited documentation of groundwater contaminant capture in bedrock at Wildwood;

e The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion
uses of groundwater and therefore may not be representative of all potential future
eXposures;

o Arsenic and manganese were not identified as COCs in the 1989 ROD. At some of
the source area properties, historical arsenic concentrations exceed the current arsenic
primary MCL (10 ug/L) and manganese concentrations exceed current manganese
toxicity values;

e An evaluation of the groundwater to indoor air pathway indicates potential risks at
Source Area (OU-1) properties depending on future land use; and

» AWQCs associated with aquatic life have decreased since the ROD. The impact of
this change must be assessed to evaluate impact on future protectiveness since
AWQCs were used, in part, to set effluent limits for remedial system effluent
discharges. (Overall impacts of AWQC changes on the Aberjona River will be
evaluated as part of the Aberjona River Study [OU-3]).

These and other issues identified as part of the Five-Year Review are summarized in Section 8.0.
7.4  Technical Assessment Summary

According to the data reviewed, the site inspections and the interviews, the Source Area (QOU-1)
remedy is functioning as intended by the ROD, as modified by the current ESD. There have been
no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the current protectiveness of
the remedy. Most of the ARARs identified in the ROD remain applicable or relevant and
appropriate and either have been met or are being complied with; Tables A8-1, A8-2, and A8-3
of Attachment 8 provide an evaluation of ARARs.
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8.0 ISSUES

Issues associated with the remedy set forth in the ROD and ESD for the Source Area (OU-1)
properties are assessed for their current and future protectiveness in Table 4.

Table 4. Issues

Affects Affects
Current Future
Protectiveness Protectiveness
Issmes (Y/N) (Y/N)
Institutional controls have not been implemented at the N Y

Source Areas (OU-1) properties. The ROD calls for
institutional controls.

Lack of groundwater treatment at NEP following AS/SVE N Y
shutdown. Groundwater concentrations of PCE and TCE in
some wells at NEP still exceed ROD action levels. Potential
exists for off-property migration and dowwngradient indoor
air impacts,

Insufficient groundwater extraction at UniFirst due to a N Y
recently installed replacement pump that is not achieving
design capture.

Soil remedy at UniFirst (SVE) has not been implemented. N Y
Area south of Wildwood treatment system may have N Y
groundwater contamination in excess of ROD action levels

not receiving treatment.

Insufficient information 1o document ¢capture in bedrock at N Y
Wildwood.

Arsenic was not identified as a COC in QU-1 groundwater N Y

under the 1988 Endangerment Assessment when the MCL
was 50 ug/L. However, the arsenic MCL was recently
lowered to 10 ug/L, and historical arsem¢ groundwater
concentrations at some of the Source Areas were either above
10 ug/L, or detection limits exceeded 10 ug/L, and may
exceed safe levels.

The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not N Y
comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion uses of groundwater
such as dermal contact during industrial groundwater usage or
direct contact during trench excavation under certain current
(commercial worker) and future (commercial worker,
residential) scenaros at Source Area properties,
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Table 4. Issues

Issues

Affects
Cuarrent
Protectiveness

(Y/N)

Affects
Futare
Protectiveness

YN

Manganese was not identified as a COC in OU-1 groundwater
under the 1988 Endangerment Assessment, but manganese
toxicity values have been reduced by a factor of 10 since the
assessment. Based upon current toxicity estimates, future
exposures t0 manganese in groundwater may exceed safe
levels at some of the Source Areas.

N

Y

An evaluation of the groundwater to indoor air pathway
indicates that potential risks at the UniFirst, Grace, NEP, and
Wildwood properties are within or below EPA risk
management guidelines, based on assumed commercial site
use, However, estimated future risks at the Olympia property
(commercial, residential) and Wildwood property
(residential) exceed EPA nisk management guidelines.

AWQCs associated with aquatic life have decreased since the
ROD. AWQCs were used, 1n part, to establish effluent limits
for remedial system discharges.

Groundwater remedy at Olympia has not been implemented.
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

In response to the issues noted in Section 8.0, it is recommended that the actions listed in Table §

be taken:
Table 5. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions
Affects
Recommendations Protectiveness
and Follow-up Party Oversight Milestone
Issue Actions Responsible Agency Date Current Future
Institutional controls Implement PRP, EPA, EPA By Next 5 N Y
have not been institutional controls State and Year
implemented at the at Source Area City Review
Source Area properties properties.
{ou-1).
Lack of groundwater Assess groundwater PRP EPA Fall 2003 N Y
treatment following conditions since
AS/SVE shutdown at AS/SVE shutdown,
NEP. Groundwater evaluate the need for
concentrations of PCE further groundwater
and TCE in zsome wells treatment, and where
at NEP still exceed appropriate consider
ROD action levels. other treatment
L Potential exists for off- remedics.
property migration and
downgradient indoar air | Install downgradient
impacts. monitoring well{s) to
define downgradient
extent of
groundwater
contamination.
[nsufficient groundwater | Replace extraction PRP EPA Fall 2004 N Y
extraction at UniFirst pump with
due 1o a recently appropriate
installed replacement extraction pump.
pump that is not
achieving design
capture.
Sail remedy at UniFirst Review soil PRF and EPA Spring N Y
{SVE) has not been contamination issues EPA 2005
implernented. at UniFirst to
establish data needs
for implementation
of technical
solutions.
Area south of Wildwood | Assess groundwater PRP and EPA Fall 2005 N Y
treatment system may conditions south of EPA
have groundwater Wildwood Treatment
contamination in excess System, evaluate the
of ROD action levels need for further
that is not receiving groundwater and soil
treatment. treatrment, and where
appropriate consider ‘
other treatment
remedies.
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Table 5. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

Affects
Recommendations Protectiveness
and Follow-up Party Oversight | Milestone
Issue Actions Respensible Agency Date Current Future

Insufficient information Develop and PRP EPA Spring N Y
to document ¢capture in implement plan to 2008
bedrack at Wildwood. assess capture in

bedrock at

Wildwood.
Arsenic MCL recently Assess groundwater PRP (data) EPA Spring N Y
changed from 50 ug/L to { conditions relative to EPA (risk) 2005
10 ug/l. Arsenic was arsenic at Source
not previously targeted Area properties.
for ¢leanup based on
prior MCL. Historical Where appropriate,
arsenic groundwater EPA assess potential
concentrations were arsenic risks.
gither above 10 ug/L, or
detection limits
exceeded 10 ug/L.
The 1988 Endangerment | Evaluate exposures PRP (data) EPA Spring N Y
Assessment did not not addressed by EPA {risk) 2005
comprehensively Endangerment
evaluate non-ingestion Assessment using
uses of groundwater up-to-date
such as dermal contact groundwater data.
during industrial Where appropriate
groundwater usage or consider the
direct contact during implememiation of
trench excavation under institutional controls.
certain current
{commercial worker) and
future (cormmercial
worker, residential}
scenarios at Source Arca
Properties.
Muanganese was not Assess groundwater PRP (data)} EPA Spring N Y
identified as a COC in conditions relative to EPA (risk) 2005
OU-1 groundwater manganese at Source
under the 1938 Area properties.
Endangerment Where appropriate,
Assessment, but EPA assess potential
manganese toxicity manganese rsks.
values have been
reduced by a factor of 10
since the assessment.
Based upon current
toxicity estimates, future
eXposures 10 manganese
in groundwater may
exceed safe levels at
some of the Source
Areas.
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Table 5. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

Affects
Recommendations Protectiveness
and Fellow-up Party Orversight Milestone
Issue Actions Responsible Agency Date Current Future
An evaluation of the Evaluate risk from PRP (data) EFA Spring N Y
groundwater to indoor exposure to indoor EPA (risk) 2005
air pathway indicates air at the Source
that potential rigks at the | Area properties
UniFirst, Grace, NEP, based on up-to-date
and Wildwood data if property is
propecties are within or developed.
below EPA risk
management guidelines,
based on assumed
cormmercial site use.
However, estimated
future risks at the
Olympia property
{commercial, residential}
and Wildwood property
(residential) exceed EPA
risk management
|_guidelines.
AWQCs associated with | Rcvisc NPDES PRP EPA Spring N Y
aquatic life have equivalent discharge 2005
decreased since the standards based upon
ROD. AWQCs were current AWQCs.
used, in part, to establish | (Note: Qverall
effluent limits for impacts of AWQC
remedial system changes on Abetjona
discharges, River will be
evaluated as part of
Abenona River
Study [OU-3]).
Groundwater remedy at Evaluate progress of EPA EFPA By next N Y
Ohympia has not been Olympia TCE soil Five Year
implementsd. remedy under the Review
AOC removal action.
Assess need for
groundwater cleanup
at end of removal
action.
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10.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT(S)

The Source Area (OU-1) remedy at the Wells G&H Superfund Site currently protects human
health and the environment. However, in order for the Source Area (OU-1) remedy to be
protective in the long term, institutional controls should be implemented at the Source Area (OU-
1) properties to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater and unremediated soil areas until
the remedy is completed. Additional treatment and/or measures to ensure capture may be
required at some of the Source Area (OU-1) propertics. The Endangerment Assessment did not
cover all potential exposures to groundwater, and the basis for identifying COCs has changed
since implementation of the ROD, which will require additional evaluation to ensure
representativeness and future protectiveness. Indoor air vapor intrusion has also emerged as an
issue as EPA technical guidance on this matter has evolved. Lastly, AWQCs associated with
aquatic life have decreased since the ROD; therefore, the impact of these changes needs to be
assessed.

Also, Operable Units 2 (Central Area) and 3 (the Aberjona River Study) have been identified for

further study by the PRPs and EPA, respectively. However, a remedy has not yet been selected
for the Central Area (OU-2) and Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
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11.0 NEXT REVIEW

The next Five-Year Review for the Wells G&H Superfund Site is September 2009, five years
from the date of this review. The next Five-Year Review should include a complete review of
issues identified herein for all three operable units. The next review should also include a
complete review of data generated from groundwater, soil, and/or soil gas monitoring to confirm
that the remedial actions are protective of human health and the environment.
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Site Maps
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Attachment 2.1

UniFirst Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup
Levels

1998 to 2003
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Unifirst - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent | Average ROD Cleanup
Goal

UC10-1 tetrachloroethene 55 400 55 2325 5
UC10-1 trichloroethene 23 100 23 68.7 5
UucC10-1 1,2-dichloroethene 190 720 450 466.7 70
UC10-2 tetrachloroethene 100 190 150 140 5
UC10-2 trichloroethene 4] 60 56 50.3 5
ucClo-2 1,2-dichloroethene 100 160 120 1333 70
uC10-3 tetrachlorocthence 68 190 120 117 5
UC10-3 trichloroethene 27 56 43 39.8 5
UC10-3 1,2-dichloroethene 120 510 120 236 70
UCi10-4 tetrachloroethene 83 130 120 1133 5
uc10-4 trichloroethene 20 35 28 313 5
UC10-4 1,2-dichloroethene 50 170 50 89 70
UC10-5 tetrachlorocthene 28 90 28 65.8 5
UC10-3 trichloroethene 14 30 14 23.8 5
UCto-5 1,2-dichloroethene 98 400 310 203 70
ucCl10-6 tetrachloroethene 12 37 12 2279 5
ucCl10-6 trichloroethene 7 18 7 10.8 5




UcC10-6 1,2-dichloroethene 28 80 80 51.7 70
Gi6D trichloroethene <2 6.4 <2 29 5
G36DB tetrachloroethene 54 409 54 25.7 5
G36DB trichloroethene 11.1 312 11.1 222 5
G36DB2 tetrachloroethene <2 16.2 5.4 8.4 5
G36DB2 trichloroethene <2 25.7 246 19.3 5
ucC7-1 tetrachloroethene 1,800 3,500 2,400 2,683.3 5
UC7-1 trichloroethene < 50 71 <50 56.2 5
ucr-2 tetrachloroethene 1,100 6,500 2,800 4,183.3 5
ucC7-2 trichloroethene <100 4 <100 63.7 5
UC7-3 tetrachloroethene 1,500 3,300 1,500 2,176.7 5
UC7-3 trichloroethene 36 130 120 71.3 5
UC7-4 tetrachloroethene 760 2,200 1,200 1,4433 3
UC7-4 trichloroethene <10 55 <10 335 5
UC7-5 tetrachloroethene 110 610 610 280 5
ucC7-5 trichloroethene 8 32 30 23.3 5
ucC7-5 1,2-dichloroethene <2 130 130 69.8 70
GO1DB tetrachloroethene 15 26 15 23 5
uGl4 trichloroethene 0.6 29 0.6 10.8 )
UGl-4 1,2-dichloroethene 2 160 83 84 70




uce tetrachloroethene 32 59 36 39.5 5
Uces tetrachloroethene 0.7 45 2 12.8 5
S818 tetrachlorocthene 2 19 7 113 5
S81M tetrachloroethene 40 180 92 147 5
S81D tetrachloroethene 100 200 100 166.7 5
S81D trichloroethene 3 11 5 5.7 5
S718 tetrachloroethene 43 180 92 a5 5
S7iD tetrachloroethene 49 110 73 80.5 5
ucCi1-2 tetrachloroethene 72 210 72 1282 5
UucCi1-2 trichloroethene 36 100 56 g1.2 5
ucCii-2 1,2-dichloroethenc 2 280 250 155.2 70
S70D tetrachloroethene <1 7 2 33 5
Note:

Non-detects averaged at ¥z the laboratory reporting limit.

< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Attachment 2.2
Grace Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup Levels

1998 to 2003
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Grace - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent | Average ROD Cleanup
Goal

G11D trichloroethene 3 10 3 6.5

Gi2D trichloroethene <2 44.8 <2 8.9 5
G23D trichloroethene 16.7 314 16.7 21.7 5
G34D trichloroethene 15.3 326 153 19 5
G36D trichloroethene <2 6.4 <2 22 5
G36DB tetrachloroethene 54 42.7 54 279 5
G36DB trichloroethenc 11.1 35.9 11.1 25.7 5
G36DB2 tetrachloroethene <2 16.2 54 7.2 5
G36DB2 | trichloroethene <2 257 246 19.5 5
RW10 tetrachloroethene 39.2 o1.8 45.6 57.6 5
RWI10 trichloroethene 5.5 7.8 5.5 7.8 5
RWI12 tetrachloroethene <2 222 222 5.1 5
RWI12 trichloroethene 10.3 106 10.3 49.1 5
RW13 tetrachloroethene 76.4 144 76.4 107.7 5
RW13 trichloroethene 4.7 14 4.7 9 5
RW17 tetrachloroethene 12.5 21 14.7 16.2 5
RW17 trichloroethene 29.2 70 292 44.8 5




RW20 tetrachloroethene <2 18 8.1 8.3 5

RW20 irichloroethene 6.5 22 7.3 10.7 5

RW22 tetrachloroethene 5.7 15.2 5.7 9.9 5

RwW22 trichloroethene 39 1080 391 639.8 5

RW22 1,2-dichloroethene 2134 1417.4 740.4 809.8 70

RwW22 vinyl chloride 2.1 88.1 16.8 275 2
Note:

Non-detects averaged al 15 the laboratory reporting Hmit.

< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Attachment 2.3
NEP Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup Levels

1998 to 2003
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NEP - Monitonng Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)
Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent | Average ROD Cleanup
Goal
EPA-1 tetrachloroethene <5 26 <3 11.1 5
EW-1 tetrachloroethene 2 17 17 6
NEP-101 tetrachloroethene 14 36 14 224 5
NEP-101B tetrachloroethene <35 11¢ <35 15.5 5
NEP-101B trichloroethene <5 20 <$§ 43 5
NEP-104 tetrachloroethene <5 33 <5 8.8 5
NEP-104 trichlorocthene <5 6 <S5 3.1 S
NEP-104B tetrachloroethene 11 69 17 28 5
NEP-104B trichloroethene <5 12 <5 49 5
NEP-106B tetrachloroethene 23 51 23 38 5
NEP-106B trichloroethene 8 L5 8 11.7 5
NEP-108B tetrachlorocthene <5 10 <35 47 5
Note:

Non-detects averaged at Y the laboratory reporting limit.

< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Attachment 2.4

Wildwood Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup
Levels

1998 to 2003
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Wildwood Propetty - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent | Average ROD Cleanup
Goal

BOW-10 trichloroethene 4 24 19 13.2 5
BSSW-15 trichloroethene <1 6 6 3.1 5
BOW-8 tetrachloroethene <1 21 <1 6.5 5
BOW-8 trichloroethene 2 190 4 17 5
BSW-1 tetrachloroethene <50 850 200 277 5
BSW-1 trichloroethene 460 13,000 890 3,700 5
BSW-1 vinyl chloride <1 620 <1 323 2
BSW-13 tetrachloroethene <1 8 <1 1 5
BSW-13 trichloroethene <1 110 49 251 5
BSW-14 trichloroethene <1 7.3 <] 1.9 5
BSW-14 vinyl chloride <1 15 15 34 2
BSW-6 tetrachloroethene <1 19 <} 7.1 5
BSW-6 1,1,1-trichloroethane <l 340 <1 36.9 200
BSW-6 trichloroethene 48 9,000 48 1,375 5
BCW-13 trichloroethene 8 70 36 34.2 5
BCW-15 trichloroethene <1 190 12 41.6 5
BCW-18 trichloroethene <1 1,100 <1 221 5




BW-6R tetrachloroethene 10 24 10 47.8 5
BW-6R 1,1,1-trichloroethane 130 340 130 184 200
BW-6R trichloroethene 3,600 12,000 3,600 8,500 5
BW-10 trichloroethene 2 67 29 12.6 5
BW-13 trichloroethene 79 970 79 296 S
BW-14 1,1-dichloroethane <1 7 <1 2.9 5
BW-14 tetrachloroethene <] 12 <1 23 5
BW-14 trichloroethene 2 2,300 580 631 5
BW-15RP trichloroethene 7 1,600 18 106.4 3
BW-17R trichloroethene 63 240 170 140.2 5
BW-§ tetrachloroethene <1 6 6 1.6 5
BW-8 trichloroethene 4 23 16 15.6 5
PW-1 trichloroethene 22 202 22 113.5 5
PW-2 trichloroethene 35 2,300 35 486.1 5
PW-3 1,1-dichloroethane <1 32 2 4.8 5
PW.3 trichloroethene 110 8,800 110 1,097 5
BW-19R trichloroethene 81 640 140 231.1 5
BW-6RIXLO) chloroform <1 260 6 44.1 100
BW-6RD(LO) 1,1-dichloroethane <1 240 15 45,7 5
BW-6RD(LO) 1,1-dichloroethene <l 31 <1 28.1 7




BW-6RD(LO) tetrachloroethene <] 90 57 491 5
BW-6RD(LO) 1,1,1-trichloroethane <1 330 5.7 46.7 200
BW-6RD{LO) trichloroethene 1,100 29,000 2,500 6,670 5
BW-6RD(LO) vinyl chloride <1 3 <1 26.2 2
BW-18RIX1.0) chloroform <1 500 <200 275.1 100
BW-18RD(LO) 1,1-dichloroethane <1 150 <200 131.1 5
BW-18RD{LO) 1,1,1-trichloroethane <l 510 <200 285.1 200
BW-18RID(LO) 1,1-dichloroecthene <] 50 <200 106.4 5
BW-18RD(LO) tetrachloroethene <1 37 <200 104.8 5
BW-18RI}LO) trichloroethene 13,000 55,000 28,000 33,250 5
BW-18RD(LO) vinyl chloride <1 30 <200 104.1 2
Note:

Non-detects averaged at % the laboratory reporting limit.
< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Attachment 2.5

Olympia Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup
Levels from EPA’s 2002 Investigation of the
Former Drum Disposal Area
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Olympia Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup Levels from EPA’s 2002 Investigation of
the Former Drum Disposal Area

ROD
Detected Cleanup
Well ID Contaminant Value  Goal
B3A Tetrachloroethene 10 3
EN-001 Tetrachloroethene 27 3
EN-002 Tetrachloroethene 23 5
EN-004 Tetrachloroethene 2 5
MW-006 Tetrachloroethene 5 5
MW-011M Tetrachloroethene 7 5
MW-013 Tetrachloroethene 410 3
MW-0148 Tetrachloroethene 25 5
S91D Tetrachloroethene 0 5
S93D Tetrachloroethene 8 5
TEST-01 Tetrachloroethene 14 5
MW-006 Trichloroethene 14 §
MW-011M Trichloroethene 120 5
MW-013 Trichloroethene 780 5
MW.0148 Trichloroethene 180 5
OL-006 Trichloroethene 900 5
OL-001 Trichloroethene 13 5
OL-003M Trichloroethene 5 5
S91D Trichloroethene 10 5
562D Trichloroethene 9 5
592M Trichloroethene g 5
893M Trichloroethene 6 35
5918 Trichloroethene 5 5
TEST-01 Trichloroethene 12000 5
MW-0148 Vinyl Chloride 190 2
QOL-00] Vinyl Chloride 16 2
TEST-01 Viny! Chloride 2 2
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Attachment 3

List of Documents Reviewed
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ATSDR, 1995. Public Health Assessment Addendum. Wells G&H, Woburn, Middlesex County,
Massachusetts. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Public Health Service
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, December 1995

CEI, 1992. Source Control, Remedial Design/Action Workplan, Wells G&H Superfund Site,
Comprehensive Environmental, Inc., August 25, 1992.

Cosgrave, 2004. Wells G&H 5-Year Review Interview with Timothy Cosgrave of Harvard
Project Services. August 3, 2004,

Ebasco, 1988. Endangerment Assessment for the Wells G&H Site. Woburn, Massachusetts.
Prepared for Ebasco Services, Incorporated. Prepared by Clement Associates, Inc.
December 1988.

Ebasco, 1989. Draft Final Feasibility Study Report, Wells G&H Site, Ebasco Services
Incorporated, January, 1989.

ENSR, 1989. Indoor Air Sampling Results: Wells G&H Superfund Site. Prepared by ENSR
Consulting and Engineering. July 1589,

EPA, 1989. EPA Superfund Record of Decision: Wells G&H OU1, Woburn, MA, EPA R0O1-
RBI-036 1989, September 14, 1989,

EPA, 1991. Consent Decree, Civil Action No. 91-11807MA, United States District Court,
District of Massachusetts.

EPA, 1997. Exposure Factors Handbook. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Research and Development. Washington, D.C. August 1997.

EPA, 1999. 5-Year Review Report (Type 1A), Wells G&H Superfund Site, August 4, 1999,
EPA.

EPA, 2001a. Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance. EPA 540-R-01-007, OSWER No.
9355.-7-03B-P. June 2001.

EPA, 2002a. EPA Fact Sheet. Aberjona River. Industri-Plex and Wells G&H Superfund sites.
Wobum, MA. EPA Merges Two Aberjona River Studies, Spring 2002,

EPA, 2002b. Preliminary Remediation Goals Table, Region 9 Technical Support Team. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Superfund Programs. Region IX. October
1, 2002.

EPA, 2002¢c. User’s Guide for the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model for Lead in

Children. 1).S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Emergency and Remedial
Response. Washington, D.C. EPA 9285.7-42. May 2002.
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EPA, 2002d. Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion io Indoor Air Pathway from
Groundwater and Soil (Subsurface Vapor Intrusion Guidance). U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. Washington, D.C.
EPAS530-F-02-052. November 2002.

EPA, 2003a. Aberjona River Study Ecological Risk Assessment Fact Sheet, June 2003, EPA.

EPA, 2003b. Aberjona River Study Fact Sheet. EPA Releases Draft Baseline Human Health
Risk Assessments for Aberjona River Study Area, Spring 2003.

EPA, 2003c. User's Guide for Evaluating the Subsurface Vapor Intrusion into Building. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Washington, D.C. June 19, 2003.

EPA, 2004a. Letter: Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Action. EPA to Geolnsight,
Inc., March 10, 2004,

EPA, 2004b. EPA Press Release #04-06-23, Olympia Nominee Trust to Continue the Clean-up
of Contaminated Soil at Wells G&H Superfund Site, June 21, 2004,

EPA, 2004c. EPA Pollution Report POLREP #6, Wells G&H Site — Olympia Property, June 21,
2004,

EPA, 2004d. Integrated Risk Information System ¢(IRIS). U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Environmental Criterion and Assessment Office. Washington, D.C. August
2004.

Geolnsight, 2004, Revised TCE Work Plan, Removal Action 60 Olympia Avenue, Wobumn,
Massachusetts, Geolnsight, Inc., January 28, 2004.

GeoTrans, 1994, Wells G&H Site Central Area Remedial Investigation Phase 1A Report,
GeoTrans, Inc, February 14, 1994.

GeoTrans, 2002. W .R. Grace Remedial Action, Long Term Monitoring Plan, Wells G&H
Superfund Site, Woburn, Massachusetts. Prepared for: W.R. Grace & Co. Conn.
Prepared by: GeoTrans, Inc. March 22, 2002.

GeoTrans, 2003. W.R.Grace Remedial Action, Annual Report October 1, 2002 — September 30,
2003. GeoTrans, Inc, November 13, 2003.

Greacen, 2004. Wells G&H 5-Year Review Interview with James Greacen of The RETEC
Group. August 18, 2004,

Hamel, 2004. Wells G&H 5-Year Review Interview with Jeffrey Hamel of Woodard & Curran,
Inc., Consultant to New England Plastics Corporation. August 3, 2004,
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HPS, 2003. RID/RA Year 11 Annual Report for the UniFirst Site, Groundwater Extraction,
Treatment, Monitoring & Capture System Performance, Harvard Project Services LLC,
November 14, 2003.

HPS et al, 2004. Operations & Maintenance Plan - UniFirst Treatment System. Wells G&H
Site, Woburn Massachusetts. Revision #3. Prepared for: UniFirst Corporation. Prepared
by: Harvard Project Services, LLC; Prime Engineering, Inc.; and The Johnson Company.
August 2004.

MADERP, 2004. Letter: Groundwater Use and Value Determination. Richard Chalpin, Assistant
Commissioner, Burcau of Waste Site Clean-up, MADEP to Robert Cianciarulo, Chief,
Massachusetts Superfund Section, EPA, June 21, 2004.

NUS, 1986. Wells G&H Site Remedial Investigation Report Part I, Volume I: Report, NUS
Corporation, Superfund division, October 17, 1986,

PRC, 1986. Wells G and H Remedial Investigation Part II, Final Report, PRC Engineering,
November 1986.

RETEC, 1994. Draft Remedial Investigation Southwest Properties, Wells G&H Site, Woburn,
Massachusetts, Prepared for Beatrice Company. Prepared by Remediation Technologies,
Inc., Concord, Massachusetts, February, 1994.

RETEC, 2004. Annual Report Integrated Subsurface Treatment System, May 2002 through
April 2003, Wildwood Property, RETEC Group, Inc., February 2004.

TRC, 2002. Data Trend Evaluation, Wells G&H Superfund Site, Operable Unit 1 — Olympia
Property, TRC Environmental Corporation, November 2002.

TRC, 2004. Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, Southwest Properties,
Wells G&H Superfund Site, Operable Unit 2, Woburn, Massachusetts. Prepared by
Metealf & Eddy, Inc. Team Subcontractor TRC Environmental Corporation, March 2004.

WRA, 2002a. Wells G&H Superfund Redevelopment Initiative, Advisory Committee
Information Package, Wobum Redevelopment Authority, June 5, 2002.

WRA, 2002b.Wells G&H Superfund Redevelopment Initiative, Advisory Committee
Information Package, Woburn Redevelopment Authonity, September 4, 2002.

Woodard & Curran, 2003. Groundwater Monitoring Report, New England Plastics Corporation,
Woodard & Curran, November 25, 2003.
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklists
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

1. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: Wildwood Date of inspection: August 18, 2004
Location and Region: Woburn USEPA Region 1 EPA ID; Wells G&H MAD980732168
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: Cloudy 80 °
review; TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.
Remedy Includes: {Check all that apply)

O Landfill cover/containment 0 Monitored natural attenuation

M Access controls O Groundwater containment

O Institutional controls O Vertical barrier walls

M Groundwater pump and treatment
O Surface water collection and treatment
H Other Airs ing/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE

Attachments: [ Inspection team roster attached O Site map attached

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager_ James R. Greacen, PG, LSP Project Manager. The RETEC Group

Name Title
Interviewed [ at site {1 at office [ by phone Phone no, _ 978-772-1103
Problems, suggestions; 1 Report attached

8/18/04
Date

2. O&M staff Brendan Maye / Peter Cox Onsite O&M / Project Geologist 8/18/04
Name Title Date

Interviewed ¥ at site O at office O by phone  Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; O] Report attached  See Interview Record for James R. Greacen.

Team members on attached Table




Lacal regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; (1 Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; O Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phene no.
Problems; suggestions; [J Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Prablems; suggestions; O Report attached

Other interviews (optional) O Report attached.




111. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply}

0&M Documents

O Q&M manual B Readily available BUptodate (ONA
O As-built drawings B Readily available BUptodate ONA
O Maintenance logs M Readily available B Up to date ON/A
Remarks O&M manual dated 7/2000.

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan M Readily available W Up to date ON/A

O Contingency plan/emergency response plan B Readily available Bl Uptodate O N/A
Remarks

O&M and OSHA Training Records M Readily available B Uptodate [CIN/A
Remarks

Permits and Service Agreements

{J Air discharge permit O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
O Effluent discharge O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
[J Waste disposal, POTW O Readily available OUptodate @ NA
O Other permits O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
Remarks

Gas Generation Records W Readily available B Upiodate [JN/A

Remarks In the annual reports - on site.

Settlement Monument Records O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
Remarks

Groundwater Monitoring Records B Readily available HUptodate ON/A
Remarks 1n the annual reports - on site.

Leachate Extraction Records O Readily available [OUptodate HEN/A
Remarks

Discharge Compliance Records

CI Air B Readity available M Uptodate [ON/A

O Water (effluent) B Readily available H Up 1o date O N/A
Remarks

Daily Access/Security Logs B Readily available MW Uptodate [DOIN/A
Remarks RETEC maintain rds for RETEC/Wildwood representatives. Others (EPA and

0l ia contractors) asked to k ir own when on site,




IV. O&M COSTS

1. 0O&M Organization

O State in-house O Contractor for State
O PRP in-house B Contractor for PRP
[ Federal Facility in-house O Contractor for Federal Facility
[0 Other
2. O&M Cost Records

O Readily available O Up vo date
O Funding mechanism/agreement in place ¢contract with Harvard Project Services

Original O&M cost estimate not sure O Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To ] Breakdown attached
Date Drate Total cost

From To 0O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To [T Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3 Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS M Applicable O N/A

A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged O Location shown on site map I Gates secured ON/A
Remarks

B. Other Access Restrictions

L. Signs and other security measures O Lecation shown on site map ONA
Remarks Signs present every 100-200 feet along fence.




C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1.

Implementation and enforcement

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented OvYes ONo 0O NA
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced OYes ONo 0O WA
Type of monitoring (e. ., self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact
Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date OYes ONo O N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes ONo 0O N/A
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents havebeenmet [ Yes OONo 0O N/A
Violations have been reported OYes ONe O NA
Other problems or suggestions: O Report artached

2. Adequacy O ICs are adequate* O ICs are inadequate O NA
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing [ Location shown on site map B No vandalism evident
Remarks

2. Land use changes on site Il N/A
Remarks

3. Land use changes off site @l N/A
Remarks

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads C Applicable QO N/A
1. Roads damaged O Location shown on site map B Roads adequate ON/A

Remarks




B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VIL. AS/SVE COVERS M Applicable I N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) 3 Location shown on site map I Settlement not evident
Arealextent = Depth
Remarks

2, Cracks O Location shown on site map B Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3 Erosion O Location shown on site map B Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4, Holes [ Location shown on site map M Holes not evident
Arealextent == Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover O Grass [ Cover properly established [ No signs of stress
[J Trees/Shrubs {indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) O N/A
Remarks Gravel cover appears in good shape.

7. Bulges O Location shown on sile map B Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage O Wet areas/water damage not evident
0O Wet areas [ Location shown on site map Areal extent
O Ponding O Location shown on site map Areal extent
D Seeps O Location shown on site map Areal extent
) Soft subgrade 3 Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks




9, Slope Instabitity O Slides O Location shown on site map  [J No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks

B. Benches O Applicable H N/A
{Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope

in order to slow down the velocity of surface Tunoff and intercept and convey the runoft to a lined
channel.)

I Flows Bypass Bench O Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached [ Location shown on site map 3 N/A or okay
Remarks

3 Bench Overtopped E1 Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

C., Letdown Chanuels [ Applicable EBN/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

L. Settlement O Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2 Material Degradation [J Location shown on site map O No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3 Evosion O Location shown on site map O No evidence of erosion
Arealextent_ Depth
Remarks

4. Undercutting O Location shown on site map O No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5 Obstructions  Type O No obstructions
[ Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
J No evidence of excessive growth

0 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
O Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations W Applicable [1N/A

1. Gas Vents O Active O Passive
B Properly secured/locked O Functioning [0 Routinely sampled 1 Good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration 0 Needs Maintenance
CIN/A
Remarks

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
B Properly secured/locked M Functioning O Routinely sampled 0 Good

condition

O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance [ N/A
Remarks

3 Monitoriag Wells (within surface area of AS/SVE)
B Properly secured/locked B Functioning I Routinely sampled B Good condition
3 Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance I N/A
Remarks

4, Leachate Extraction Wells
O Properly secured/locked 0 Functioning I Routinely sampled O Good condition
U Evidence of leakage at penetration [ Needs Maintenance  EEN/A
Remarks

3. Settlement Monuments O Located O Routinely surveyed M N/A

Remarks




E. SVE Collection and Treatment B Applicable [ N/A

1.

Gas Treatment Facilities
{] Flaring O Thermal destruction 1 Collection for reuse
M Good condition O Needs Maintenance

Remarks Granular activated carbon filiration,

2, Gas Collection Wells, Maaifolds and Piping
B Good condition [ Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Menitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
O Good condition {J Needs Maintenance (O N/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer (1 Applicable B N/A
1. Cutlet Pipes Inspected {J Functioning H N/A
Rermarks
2 Qutlet Rock Inspected O Functioning B N/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds {J Applicable B N/A
1. Siltation Areal extent Depth ON/A
1 Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
O Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Qutlet Works O Functioning O N/A
Remarks
4. Dam (J Functioning O N/A

Remarks




H. Retaining Walls I Applicable B N/A

1. Deformations O Location shown on site map [l Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation O Location shown on site map [0 Degradation not evident
Remarks
1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge O Applicable EN/A
L. Siltation O Location shown on site map [ Siltation not evident
Areal extem Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth I Location shown on site map ON/A
I Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion {1 Location shown on site map O Eresion not evident
Arealextent__ Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure O Functioning O N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS O Applicable EN/A
1. Settlement 0O Location shown on site map 0 Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks,
2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring

(0 Performance not monitored

Frequency O Evidence of breaching
Head differential

Remarks




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES B Applicable [IN/A

1.

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines B Applicable D N/A
Pomps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
B Good condition 8 All required wells properly operating [ Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
B Good condition 0 Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3 Spare Parts and Equipment

M Readily available {0 Good condition [0 Requires upgrade [ Needs to be provided
Remarks

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable B N/A

1.

Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical

O Geod condition [0 Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
O Good condition [ Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

O Readily available O Good condition  [] Requires upgrade [ Needs to be provided
Remarks




C. Treatment System W Applicable [ N/A

1.

Treatment Train (Check components that apply)

0O Metals removal None [ Oil/water separation None O Bioremediation None
B Air stripping None B Carbon adsorbers

Filters Sand filter (between post-air stripper equalization tank and carbon vessels).

O Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)
O Others

B Good condition [0 Needs Maintenance
B Sampling ports properly marked and fenctional

& Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date

B Equipment properly identified

B Quantity of groundwater treated annually In Reports
0O Quantity of surface water treated annually N/A

Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
ON/A 8 Good condition [1 Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Taoks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
ONA 8 Good condition B Proper secondary containment [0 Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
OwN/A O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
S. Treatment Building(s)
ON/A M Good condition {esp. roof and doorways) [ Needs repair
O Chemicals and equipment properly stored Unused chemicals should be disposed
Remarks
6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

B Properly secured/locked O Functioning I Routinely sampled B Good condition
O All required wells located 0O Needs Maintenance OnNva
Remarks

D. Monitoring Data

Monitoring Data
M 1< routinely submitted on time B 1s of acceptable quality

Monitering data suggests:* *As per RETEC / James Greacen
8 Groundwater plume is effectively contained B Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation N/A

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning (] Routinely sampled O Good condition
O All required wells located O Needs Maintenance B NA
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

if there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction. None

X1. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, ete.).

Remedial i AS/SVE system designed to address contamination in the overburden and a
n and treat m desipned to address contaminated groundwater in bedrock. Based on a

review of the availgbje data and discussions with RETEC representatives, it is not clear that the bedrock system is

achiev e required degree of capture due to limit: ts {i.e., appropriately screened monitoring wells).

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

O&M of the remedial svstem constructed at the site is being performed well. The overall condition of the site and

atment s is very good. Acce site are well maintained and th main tive,

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future.

MNane noted.

D. Opportunities for Optimization




Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

RETEC has recently completed an optimization study which resulted in changes in the sparge sequencing,




Table |. UniFirst Inspection Team Rooster

5-Year Inspection Team Members Company

David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM TRC

Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E

Michael Plumb, PE TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

James R. Greacen, PG, LSP The RETEC Group
Peter Cox The RETEC Group
Brendan Maye The RETEC Group
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

L. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: UniFirst Date of inspection: August 3, 2004
Location and Region: Wobum USEPA Region 1 EPA ID: Wells G&H MAD980732168
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: Clear, warm
review: TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)

[J Landfilt cover/containment O Monitored natural artenuation
O Access controls B Groundwater containment
O Institutional controls O Vertical barrier walls

B Groundwater pump and treatment
[ Surface water collection and treatment
O Other

Attachments: B Inspection team roster attached Table | W Site map attached Figure 1

IL. INTERVIEWS {(Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager Timothy M. Cosgrave O&M Manager, Harvard Project Services 8/3/04
Name Title Date

Interviewed B at site [ at office O by phone Phone no. __978-772-1105
Problems, suggestions; (] Report attached

2. O&M stall

Name Title Date
Interviewed O at site [J at office O by phone  Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; [J Report attached

Team members on attached Table




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e,, State and Tribal offices, emergency response
office, police department, office of public health or environmental bealth, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.} Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; [J Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; [] Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; O Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Prablems; suggestions; O Report attached

Other interviews (optional) (O Report attached.




1I). ON-SITE PDOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

0O&M Documents

0 O&M manual I Readily available DOUptodate ONA
0O As-built drawings [0 Readily available OUptodate DONA
{1 Maintenance logs (] Readily available W Up to date O N/A

Remarks New O&M manual on personal computer only prior plan dated 2/1/93, revised 9/30/02, The
PA approved changes in 2003 that should be done shortly. A tablet PC is used to enter
maintenance record.

2, Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan [) Readily available O Uptodate DON/A
O Contingency plan/emergency response plan [ Readily available D Up to date ONA
Remarks Hardcopy Health afety Plan dated 12/24/89 (n to-date).

3 O&M and OSHA Training Records 3 Readily available O Up to date O N/A
Remarks Training records not available onsite

4. Permits and Service Agreements
O Air discharge permit None [ Readily available O Up to date M N/A
O Effluent discharge None O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
O Waste disposal, POTW None O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
O Other permits Nong O Readily available O Up to date l N/A
Remarks

5. Gas Generation Records O Readily available OUptodate HEN/A
Remarks MNone

6. Settlement Monument Records O Readily available OuUptodate WNA
Remarks None

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records O Readity available OUptodate DON/A
Remarks Groundwater monitoring records are not kept on-site.

8. Leachate Extraction Records O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
Remarks None

9. Discharge Compliance Records
O Air O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
l Water (effluent) [ Readily available OUptodate ON/A
Rernarks The discharge compliance records are not kept on-site.

10, Daily Access/Security Logs B Readily available 0O Up to date OO N/A

Remarks Date of last visit: §/3/04. Old records kept in office. However, no access records of carbon
supplier delivering granular activated carbon to the UniFiest facility weekly.




IV. O&M COSTS

1. 0&M Organization

D State in-house [ Contractor for State
O PRP in-house [ Contractor for PRP
(3 Federal Facility in-house 2 Contractor for Federal Facility

[J Other Harvard Project Services, contractor to UniFirst, operates the groundwater extraction and
treatment system.

2. 0&M Cost Records
O Readily available 0O Up to date
O Funding mechanism/agreement in place contract with Harvard Project Services
Original O&M cost estimate not sure 0 Breakdown attached

Tota! annual cost by year for review period if available

Costs are approximately $125.000 per + $20,000

From To 3 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

Erom To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To [0 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3, Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons: On July 14, 2004 the system went down due to a groundwater extraction

pump failure. The new pump was installed on July 28, 2004. Historically, they have had problems with
electricity supply and big rain events tend 10 accelarate particulate filter clogging.

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS O Applicable [0 N/A

A. Fencing

L. Fencing damaged O Location shown on site map W Gates secured OwN/A
Remarks Fencing OK; chain link

B. Dther Access Restrictions

L. Signs and other security measures O Location shown on site map O N/A

Remarks Authorized access sign on door to treatment facility,




C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1.

Implementation and enforcement

Site conditions imply 1Cs not properly implemented OYes ONo ENA
Site conditions imply 1Cs not being fully enforced OYes ONo MEIN/A
Type of monitoring {e.g., self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact
Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date OYes ONo ENA
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes OONo HENA
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have beenmet 0O Yes OONo HEN/A
Violations have been reported COYes ONo ENA
Other problems or suggestions: O Report attached

2. Adequacy O 1Cs are adequate® O 1Cs are inadequate B N/A
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing (O Location shown on site map [0 Ne vandalism evident
Remarks None

2. Land use changes on site [J N/A
Remarks None

3. Land use changes off site O N/A
Remarks None

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads O Applicable O N/A
L. Roads damaged 3 Lecation shown on site map O Roads adequate ONA

Remarks Yes, potholes and cracks in pavement. Runcff could enter unsecured wells,




B. Other Site Conditions

Rerarks

VIL. LANDFILL COVERS (O Applicable M N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots} O Location shown on site map [0 Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks [ Location shown on site map U Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3 Erosion 3 Location shown on site map I Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4, Holes O Location shown on site map O Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover O Grass O Cover properly established O No signs of stress
O Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) ONA
Remarks

7. Bulges O Locaticn shown on site map O Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage O Wet areas/water damage not evident
O Wet areas O Location shown on site map Areal extent
O Ponding O Location shown on site map Areal extent
0 Seeps (I Location shown on site map  Areal extent
O Soft subgrade [0 Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks




Slope Instability O Slides BT Location shown on site map (0 No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks

B. Benches O Applicable O N/A

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface mnoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel.)

Flows Bypass Bench O Locaticn shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

Bench Breached O Location shown on site map 0 N/A or okay
Remarks

Bench Overtopped O Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels [ Applicable W N/A

(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

Settleroent O Location shown on site map [ No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Material Degradation  {J Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of degradation

Material type Areal extent

Remarks

Erosion O Location shown on site map O No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth

Remarks

Undercutting O Location shown on site map O Ne evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth

Remarks

Obstructions  Type [ No obstructions

2 Location shown on site map Areal extent

Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Growth Type

O No evidence of excessive growth
O Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

[ Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations L[] Applicable H N/A

1. Gas Vents O Active O Passive
3 Properly secured/locked O Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
O3 Evidence of leakage at penetration [J Needs Maintenance
O N/A
Remarks

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
0O Properly secured/locked O Functioning [ Routinely sampled O Good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration [} Needs Maintenance D N/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
{J Property secured/locked O Functioning 0] Routinely sampled O Good condition
0 Evidence of leakage at penetration ] Needs Maintenance T N/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction Wells
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning [ Routinely sampled (O Good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments O Located [ Routinely surveyed ON/A

Remarks




E. Gas Collection and Treatment[] Applicable EN/A

1.

Gas Treatment Facilities

O Flaring O Thermal destruction O3 Collection for reuse
O Good condition [ Needs Maintenance
Remarks

2. Gas Collection Welis, Manifolds and Piping
[ Good condition 1 Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
1 Good condition [1 Needs Maintenance OO N/A
Remarks

F. Cover Drainage Layer 0J Applicable B N/A

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected O Functioning O3 N/A
Remarks

2, Outlet Rock Inspected O Functioning CIN/A
Remarks

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds [ Applicable 3l N/'A

1. Siltation Areal extent Depth ON/A
O Siltation not evident
Remarks

2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
[} Erosion not evident
Remarks

3. QOutlet Works O Functioning 0O N/A
Remarks

4, Dam [l Functioning O N/A

Remarks




H. Retaining Walls O Applicable M@ N/A

1. Deformations
Horizontal displacement
Rotationat displacement
Remarks

[3 Location shown on site map

Vertical displacement

O Deformation not evident

2, Degradation
Remarks

O Location shaown on site map

(7] Degradation not evident

1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge O Applicable

B N/A

. Siltation OJ Location shown on site map [ Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Yegetative Growth O Location shown on site map ON/A
O Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent _ Type
Remarks
3. Erosion C1 Location shown on site map O Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure O Functioning OO N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS  [I Applicable EIN/A
1. Settlement O Location shown on site map OO Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring
O Performance not monitored
Frequency O Evidence of breaching
Head differential

Remarks

|




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES M Applicable O N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines W Applicable O N/A
1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
B Good condition O All required wells properly operating @ Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks Wells damaged which might allow stormwater runoff to enter wells. Groundwater flows in
ried plastic pi m extraction well to ent plan
2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and (ther Appurtenances
O Good condition B Needs Maintenance

Remarks Extraction well pump rated too low eet project drawdown obiectives, flow gauge
damaged.

3. Spare Parts and Equipment
B Readily available O Good condition O Requires upgrade (] Needs to be provided
Remarks

‘B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable B N/A

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
O Geed condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

[ Readily available O Good condition [0 Requires upgrade [J Needs to be provided
Rernarks




C. Treatment System B Applicable O N/A

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
O Metals removal None [ Oil/water separation None O Bicremediation None

O Air stripping None B Carbon adsorbers
Filters Multimedia

_CI Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent) None

0O Others

B Good condition [0 Needs Maintenance

3 Sampling ports properly marked and functional Yes

O Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date  On computer
O Equipment properly identified Yes

O3 Quantity of groundwater treated annually varies

O Quantity of surface water treated annually N/A

Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
O N/A M Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
ON/A B Good condition O Proper secondary containment  [J Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
ON/A O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks Cann red that it discharges to the city sewer because he not observed the tie-in,
5. Treatmeat Building(s)
A B Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) (O Needs repair

O Chemicals and equipment properly stored Unused chemicals should be disposed
Remarks Some water on floor of treatment building,

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning 3 Routinely sampled O Good condition
3 All required wells located B Needs Maintenance O N/A

Remarks Several wells damaged need locks and repair casing and flush mounted boxes to prevent
runoff from entering wells,

D. Monpitoring Data

L. Monitering Data
B Is routinely submitted on time @ Is of acceptable quality

2. Monitoring data suggests: *According to Harvard Project Services
B Groundwater plume is effectively contained * B Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

L Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning 1 Routinety sampled 3 Good condition
O All required wells located O Needs Maintenance B N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapot extraction. None

X1. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A, Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

The remedial goal is to contain the contamination in groundwater. The site inspection the team found that many

cords were not avajlabl hardcopy onsite, several wells were damaged, a flow meter wa: and the
extraction well was ized for the proj water level obiectives, Also the site js not disposing of spent
carbon gs RCRA hazardous waste although it may meet this classification. The site also has several pieces of
ireatment equipment onsite that are no longer used and should be dismatled.

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related 1o the implementation and scope of Q&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

O&M are in a stat ux due to a change in treatment design. rall M appears adequate

except as noted. Fire extinguishers should be inspected. An “exit” light was observed to be out._More
documents should be maintained onsite to facilitate reculatory inspections.




C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpecied changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future.

Current pump is unable to water level in extraction wel ign standard. The pump should be

replaced. Based on a review of monitoring reports. interception of groundwater in the unconsolidated sediments

1S poor.

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

Extraction system operation could provide more containment by installing shallow wetls to the south and west.
Monitoring in the residential neighborhood to the south should would provide more assurgpee that capture is

being achieved.




Table 1. UniFirst Inspection Team Rooster

5-Year Inspection Team Members Company
Joanna M. Hall TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E
Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

Timothy M. Cosgrave

Harvard Project Services
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: New England Plastics (NEP) Date of inspection: August 3, 2004
Location and Region: Woburm USEPA Region 1 EPAID: Wells G&H MAD980732168
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: Clear, warm
review: TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Remedy Includes: {Check all that apply)

O Landfill cover/containment O Monitored natural attenuation
1 Access controls O Groundwater containment
£ Institutional controls O Vertical barrier walls

0O Groundwater pump and treatment
O Surface water collection and treatment
B Other Groundwater monitorin lv. Airs ing/soil vapor extraction SVE) system shut off in

March 2000,

Attachments: B Inspection teamn roster attached Table | B Site map attached  Figure |

IL INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager _Jeffrey A _Hamel LSP Vice President, Woodard & Curran, Inc.  _8/3/04
Name Title Date
Interviewed M at site (T at office [J by phone Phone no. $78-557-8150
Problems, suggestions; 3 Report attached

2. O&M staff See Note 1
Name Title Date

Interviewed [ at site [ at office O by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; [1 Report attached  Note 1; AS/SVE system shut off in March 2000

Team members on attached Table 1




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoniog office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; O Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; [J Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no,
Problems; suggestions; {0 Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; (] Report attached

Other interviews (optional) [J Report attached.




[I1. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

0O&M Documents

0 O&M manual M Readily avaitable OUptodate B N/A

O As-built drawings B Readily available COUptodate WNA

O Maintenance logs O Readily available OUptodate EN/A

Remarks June 1997 annual monitoring plan {groundwater sampling record report). Note: The treatment
system has ut off afier meeting cleanup goals in the soil.

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan O Readily available O Uptodate [ N/A
[ Contingency plan/emergency response plan [ Readily available O Uptodate (O N/A
Remarks Not available onsite - updated annually

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records 1 Readily available O Up to date ON/A
Remarks Mot available onsite

4. Permits and Service Agreements
O Air discharge permit None 00 Readily available OuUptodate @N/A
03 Effluent discharge None O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
7 Waste disposal, POTW None 3 Readily available O Up to date B N/A
[ Other permits None O Readily available O Up 1o date B N/A
Remarks

3. Gas Generation Records [ Readily available DOUptodae EN/A
Remarks

6. Settlement Monument Records [0 Readily available OUptodate #ENA
Remarks

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records O Readily available (] Up 1o date O N/A
Remarks Maintained offsite

8. Leachate Extraction Records O Readily available OUptodate EN/A
Remarks

2. Discharge Compliance Records
O Air O Readily available OUptlodate WN/A
O Water (effluent) [ Readily available 8 Up to date HN/A
Remarks

10. Daily Access/Security Logs [0 Readily available OUptodate O N/A

Remarks No visitors other than for annual sampling. Records kept offsite.




IV, O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
{0 State in-house O Contractor for State
O PRP in-house O Contractor for PRP
[1 Federal Facility in-house O Contractor for Federal Facility
0 Other Woodard & Curzan is a direct contractor to NEP.
2. 0&M Cost Records
O Readily available No [ Up to date
O Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate 03 Breakdown attached
Al 12,000 per year
Total annual cost by year for review period if available
From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
From To 1 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
From To B Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
From To 0O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
From To {1 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Describe costs and reasons: None
V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (1 Applicable O N/A
A. Fencing

1.

Fencing damaged O Location shown on site map [ Gates secured

Remarks Only roadways gated.

ON/a

B. Other Access Restrictions

1.

Signs and other security measures O Location shown on site map O N/A

Remarks Road pates are locked at night. No signs or automatic security systerns are vsed.




C. Institutional Controls (1Cs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented OYes ONe BNA
Site conditions imply 1Cs not being fully enforced OYes ONo EN/A
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date OYes OO0No BNA
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes CiNo BEN/A

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have beenmet [ Yes ONo EN/A
Violations have been reponted OYes DNo ENA
Other problems or suggestions: B Report attached

2. Adequacy (J ICs are adequate* DI ICs are inadequate HN/A
Remarks None

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing D Location shown on site map B No vandalism evident
Remarks None

2. Land use changes on site [JN/A

Remarks No change.

3. Land use changes off site [0 N/A
Remarks No change.

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads O Applicable T N/A

1. Roads damaged H Location shown on site map M Roads adequate O N/A
Remarks Paving appears to be in good repair.




B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS [ Applicable WM N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) O Location shown on site map O Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2 Cracks O Location shown on site map O Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion O Location shown on site map (0 Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes O Location shown on site map O Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover O Grass O Caover properly established [ No signs of stress
[ Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) O N/A
Remarks

7. Bulges O Location shown on site map £ Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage O Wet areas/water damage not evident
[0 Wet areas O Location shown on site map Areal extent
O Ponding O Location shown on site map Areal extent
L1 Seeps O Location shown on site map Areal extent
[0 Soft subgrade O Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks




9. Slope Instability O slides [ Location shown on site map [ No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks

B. Benches B Applicable EN/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of eanh placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope
it order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the ninoff to a lined
channel.)

. Flows Bypass Bench 8] Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

2 Bench Breached O Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

3. Bench Overtopped O Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels [ Applicable EIN/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement O Location shown on site map [0 No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2 Material Degradation  [J Location shown on site map [0 No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3, Erosion O Location shown on site map [J No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4, Undercutting [J Location shown on site map [T No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Obstructions  Type [0 No obstructions
L2 Location shown on site map Avreal extent
Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
O No evidence of excessive growth

(1 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
O Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations [0 Applicable E N/A

1. Gas Vents O Active O Passive
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning [ Routinely sampled O Goeod condition
0O Evidence of leakage at penetration (0 Needs Maintenance
O N/A
Remarks

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning [0 Routinely sampled [ Good condition
(J Evidence of leakage at penetration {1 Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
] Evidence of leakage at penetration (0 Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

4, Leachate Extraction Wells
O Properly secured/locked OO Functioning  [J Routinely sampied 0O Good condition
[J Evidence of leakage at penetration 0 Needs Maintenance OO N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments O Located 0 Routinely surveyed O N/A

Remarks




E. Gas Collection and TreatmentJ Applicable W N/A

1.

iGas Treatment Facilities

[ Flaring O Thermal destruction O Collection for reuse
O Good condition [0 Needs Maintenance
Remarks

Remarks

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
O Good condition [0 Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e g, gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings}
O Good condition O Needs Maintenance Wl N/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer O Applicable B N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected O Functioning B N/A
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected O Functiening B N/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds O Applicable B N/A
L Siltation Arealextent_ Depth B N/A
[ Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
OJ Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Works O Functioning W N/A
Remarks
4, Dam (I Functioning M N/A




H. Retaining Walls O Applicable IR N/A

1. Deformations [ Location shown on site map {1 Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation [0 Location shown on site map 3 Degradation not evident
Remarks
1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge O Applicable B N/A
1. Siltation (O Location shown an site map O3 Siltation not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth O Location shown on site map B N/A
O Vegetation does not impede flow
Arcalextent__ Type
Remarks
3. Erosion O Location shown on site map O Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure O Functioning Il N/A
Remarks
VIIl. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS D Applicable HN/A
L. Settlement 0O Location shown on site map O Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring

O Performance not monitored

Frequency C] Evidence of breaching
Head differential

Remarks




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES (J Applicable 8 N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines (1 Applicable W N/A
i Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
[J Good condition O All required wells properly operating O Needs Maintenance ll N/A
Evervthing from old system is curently_mothballed.
2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
I Readily available O Good condition [ Requires upgrade [ Needs to be provided
Remarks

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable WN/A

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
[J Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
{1 Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

O Readily available 0O Good condition [0 Requires upgrade [0 Needs to be provided
Remarks

— —— — —




C. Treatment System O Applicable EIN/A

1.

Treatment Train (Check components that apply)

O Metals removal O Oil/water separation O Bioremediation
O Air stripping 0 Carbon adsorbers

Filters

O Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)

O Others

[} Good condition [J Needs Maintenance

O Sampling ports property marked and functional

O Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
0O Equipment properly identified

0 Quantity of groundwater treated annually

O Quantity of surface water treated annually

Remarks

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
H N/A O Good condition (J Needs Mainienance  Yes
Remarks
3. Tanks, ¥aults, Storage Vessels
H N/A O Good condition [ Proper secondary containment  [J Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
B N/A O Goed condition (O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
5 Treatment Building(s)
B N/A £1 Good condition {esp. roof and doorways) 1 Meeds repair
B Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

O Properly secured/locked B Functioning [ Routinely sampled O Good condition
0J All required wells located O Needs Maintenance O NA

Remarks Wells 8A and 8B ar¢ not labeled.

D. Monitoring Data

1.

Monitoring Data
M Is routinely submitted on time IR Is of acceptable quality

Monitoring data suggests:
O Groundwater plume is effectively contained M Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Monitoring Wells {natural attenuation remedy)
0 Properly secured/locked 1 Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
O Al required wells located [J Needs Mzintenance B N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction.

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.),

The original remedy was to cleanup contaminated soils, which Teffrey Hamel] reports has been accomplished.
Now the remedy i3 to monitor groundwater to determine whether further groundwater treatment is necessary.
During the site visit the treatment system was mothballed/shut down. Currently only groundwater monitoring is
conducted.

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

Two monitoring wells were not labeled (RA & 8B). Spent activated carbon from the now discontinued AS/SVE
remedy has not been disposed.




C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future,

None.

=

Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

The wells that were not labeled should be labeled and the spent activated carbon from the mothballed treatment
system should be disposed of immediately.




Table 1. NEP Inspection Team Rooster

5-Year Inspection Team Members Company

Joanna M. Hall TRC

Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E

Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

Jeffrey Hamel, LSP, Vice President Woodard & Curran, Inc.
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: W. R. Grace Date of inspection: August 3, 2004
Location and Region: Wobum USEPA Region 1 EPA ID: Wells G&H MAD980732168
Apency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: Clear, warm
review: TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)

O Landfill cover/containment ] Monitored natural attenuation
[ Access controls 8 Groundwater containment
(7 Institutional controls 3 Vertical barrier walls

B Groundwater pump and treatment
O Surface water collection and treatment
O Other

Attachments: B Inspection team roster attached Table 1 I Site map attached Figure 1

il. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

I. O&M site manager Marvellen C. Johns  Senior Project Manager, Remedium Group, Inc 8/3/04
Name Title Date

Interviewed B at site [J at office [ by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; {J Report attached

2. O&M staff Jonathan R. Bridge Associate, Senior Hydrogeologist, GeoTrans, Inc.  8/3/04
Name Title Date

Interviewed M at site O at office O by phone Phone ne. 518-373-1200
Problems, suggestions; 0 Report attached

Team members on attached Table t




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all thar apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; (1 Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; O Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no,
Problems; suggestions; [ Report attached

Apency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no,
Problems; suggestions; O Report attached )

Other interviews {optional) [J Report attached.




III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

0&M Documents

O O&M manual Dated 10/4/02 B Readily available B Uptodate [JN/A
O As-built drawings M Readily available B Uptodate [IN/A
{1 Maintenance logs Through 1995 B Readily available B Up to date O N/A

Remarks Many of the inspections in the O&M manual are not documented as having geeurred., such as
water leaks, air leaks noises, vibrations, etc.

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan B Readily available 8 Uptodate [IN/A
O Contingency plan‘emergency response plan [l Readily available M Up to date O N/A
Remarks The health and safety plan is dated 01/09/04.

3. 0&M and OSHA Training Records B Readily available OUptodate ONA
Remarks OSHA records not available onsire,

4. Permits and Service Agreements
O Air discharge permit None O Readily available OUptodate ON/A
(O Effluent discharge Mone [0 Readily available 0 Up 1o date O N/A
O Waste disposal, POTW  None [0 Readily available OUptodate OIW/A
O Other permits None (I Readily available 1 Up to date [JN/A
Remarks

5. Gas Generation Records O Readily available CUptodate HENA
Remarks

6. Settlement Monument Records I Readily available OUptodate EN/A
Remarks

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records 0] Readily available 7 Up to date OO N/A
Remnarks Maintained offsite

8. Leachate Extraction Records I Readily available OUptodate WN/A
Remarks

9. Discharge Compliance Records
O Air [1 Readily available OUptodate MN/A
M Water (effluent) (1 Readily available No O Uptodate O N/A
Remarks Maintained offsite

10. Daily Access/Security Logs O Readily available B Uptodae DOIN/A

Remarks Maintained offsite




IV. O&M COSTS

1. Q&M Organization
(3 State in-house O Contractor for State
O PRP in-house O Contractor for PRP
O Federal Facility in-house O Contractor for Federal Facility
(] Cther At the time of the Site visi contracted with Handex for routine O&M.
2. O&M Cost Records
0 Readily available No [ Up to date
O Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate O Breakdown attached
About $160.000 per vear
Total annual cost by vear for review period if available
From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
From To {1 Breakdown attached
Date Date Tatal cost
From To O Breakdown attached
Date Daie Total cost
From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
3, Unanticipated or Unusnally High O&M Costs During Review Period
Descnibe costs and reasons: Ng._
V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [ Applicable O N/A
A. Fencing

1.

Fencing damaged O Location shown on site map W Gates secured
Remarks Part of fence never installed near wetland area.

ON/A

B. Other Access Restrictions

1.

Signs and other security measures 0 Location shown on site map O N/A

Remarks No security system alarm. Signage posted.




C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

Remarks Workable, grass growing through cracks in some locations.

L Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply 1Cs not preperly implemented OYes ONo EINA
Site conditions imply 1Cs not being fully enforced OYes ONo EN/A
Type of monitoring {e. g., setf-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date OYes ONo ENA
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes ONo ENA
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have beenmet  [J Yes O Ne HEN/A
Violations have been reported OYes ONo EN/A
Other problems or suggestions: £J Report attached

2. Adequacy O ICs are adequate* O ICs are inadequate B N/A
Remarks

D. General

l. Vandalism/trespassing [J Location shown on site map M Mo vandalism evident
Remarks None

ps Land use changes on site (J N/A
Remarks None, but may change in future as site is marketed for development.

3 Land use changes off site [1 N/A
Remarks None

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads O Applicable D N/A
1. Roads damaged {0 Location shown on site map Bl Roads adequate ONA




B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VIl. LANDFILL COVERS 0O Applicable M N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) O Location shown on site map [ Seitlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks (1 Location shown on site map [ Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion O Location shown on site map 1 Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4, Holes O Location shown on site map (] Holes not evident
Arealextent_ Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover O Grass 2 Cover properly established [0 No signs of stress
[0 Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) O N/A
Remarks

7. Bulges O Location shawn on site map O Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

3. Wet Areas/Water Damage [ Wet arcas/water damage not evident
D Wet areas [] Location shown on site map Areal extent
O Ponding [J Location shown on site map Areal extent
O Seeps O Location shown on site map Areal extent
(1 Soft subgrade [ Location shown on site map  Areal extent

Remarks




9. Slope Instability D Slides O Location shown on site map [ No evidence of stope instability
Areal extent
Remarks

B. Benches O Applicable EIN/A
(Horizomally constructed mounds of earth placed across a sieep landfill side slope te interrupt the slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel.)

1. Flows Bypass Bench O Location shown on site map {J W/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached O Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

3. Bench Overtopped [J Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels [0 Applicable M N/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement O Location shown on site map 3 No evidence of sertlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Material Degradation T Location shown on site map O No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3 Erosion O Location shown on site map O No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4, Undercutting O Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

3. Obstructions  Type O No obstructions
O Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Growth Type

] No evidence of excessive growth
O Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

{J Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations [ Applicable HN/A

1. Gas Vents ] Active [ Passive
O Properly secured/iocked O Functioning O Routinely sampled 0O Good condition
(O Evidence of leakage at penetration [0 Needs Maintenance
ON/A
Remarks

2, Gas Monitoring Probes
[J Properly secured/locked O Functioning  {J Routinely sampled O Good condition
3 Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance (O N/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells {within surface area of landfill)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning O Routinely sampled 0 Good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance [ N/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction Wells
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning [ Routinely sampled [J Good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments (] Located O Routinely surveyed O N/A

Remarks




E. Gas Collection and Treatment(] Applicable B N/A

Gas Treatment Facilities

[ Flaring 0O Thermal destruction [ Collection for reuse
O Good condition ] Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
O Geod condition ] Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3 Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)

0O Good condition 0O Needs Maintenance [ N/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer O Applicable B N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected O Functioning ONA
Remarks
2, Qutlet Rock Inspected O Functioning O N/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds [3 Applicable H N/A
1. Siltation Areal extent Depth ON/A
O Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
O Erosion not evident
Remarks
KN Outlet Works O Functioning DI N/A
Remarks
4. Dam O Functioning O N/A

Remarks




H. Retaining Walls

0 Applicable B N/A

1. Deformations O Lacation shown on site map {1 Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational dispiacement
Remarks
2. Degradation O Location shown on site map [J Degradation not evident
Remarks
1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge O Applicable E N/A
R Siltation O Location shown on site map {J Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth O Location shown onsite map £ N/A
[J Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion {7 Location shown on site map O Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure O Functioning [ N/A
Remarks

VII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS 3 Applicable B N/A

1. Settlement O Location shoewn on site map O Settlement not evident
Area) extent Depth
Remarks

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring

O Performance not monitored

Frequency

O Evidence of breaching

Head differential

Remarks

——




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES B Applicable O NA

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines B Applicable [IN/A
Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
H Good condition O All required wells properly operating ll Needs Maintenance (1 N/A
Remarks

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances

J Good condition B Needs Maintenance

Remarks Noted a sheen in vault for one well (RW-21) and ong well unlocked. Inlet pressure recorder
broken.
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

[ Readily available 8 Good condition [0 Requires upgrade [ Needs to be provided
Remarks Spare pumps for wells, spare totalizers

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable EN/A

1.

Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical

O Good condition (0 Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3 Spare Parts and Equipment

O Readily available O Good condition [ Requires upgrade [ Needs to be provided
Remarks




C. Treatment System [0 Applicable [N/A

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
{ Metals removal O Qil/water separation [ Bioremediation
O Aie stripping B Carbon adsorbers
Filters Bag
O Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent) None
O Others
[J Good condition O Needs Maintenance

3 Sampling ports properly marked and functional Yes

(O Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date Log available.
[T Equipment properly identified

O Quantity of groundwater treated annually Totalizer readings

O Quantity of surface water treated annually None

Remarks Groundwater logs and separate monthly sampling log.

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
ONA B Good condition [0 Needs Maintenance Yes
Rermarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
ONA B Good condition (] Proper secondary containment [ Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
O ™A B Good condition [ Needs Maintenance

Remarks Discharge to wetland above water surface

5. Treatment Building(s)
ON/A B Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) [0 Needs repair
O Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
O Properly secured/locked B Functioning [ Routinely sampled {1 Good condition
O All required wells located H Needs Maintenance ON/A

Remarks One well unlocked, a sheen in the vault for one well - possibly leaking oil from pump.

D. Monitoring Data

1. Monitoring Data
B Is routinely submitted on time B Is of acceptable quality
2. Menitoring data suggests: * According to GepTrans

8 Groundwater plume is effectively contained* W Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
O All required wells located [0 Needs Maintenance H N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction. None

X1. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish {i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, eic,).

Th i inment for the shallow aguifer with the UniFirst extraction well supplying dee

aguifer containment (the systems are designed to work it concert}. From the field review, TRC noted that one
well had a sheen in the vault, one well was unlocked, 3 variety of documents were not available onsite, and one
meter was not working.,

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

See comments above in “A™




C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of Q&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future.

There is very little monitoring data directly west of the facility in the residential neighborhood to help show
gapture zones. Groundwater concentrations have not declined as much near the building where solvents may have
been disposed directly to the aguifer. These may be contamination under the building, Many of the O&M
manual inspections are not documented.

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

Additional wells to the west would help ensure capture zone. Additional site characterization in the vicinity of
RW.22 would help understand the extent of contamination.




Table 1. W. R. Grace Inspection Team Rooster

S-Year Inspection Company
Team Members

Joanna M. Hall TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E
Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

Maryellen C. Johns

Remedium Group, Inc. / a Subsidiary of W. R. Grace & Co.

Jonathan R. Bridge

GeoTrans, Inc.
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Site Inspection Photographs




W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 2: Influent Piping

[T’«h in color. \
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 3: Bag Filters and Pressure Gauges

Grace Photo 4: Equalization Tank
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS
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Grace Photo 5: Carbon Units
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Grace Photo 6: Floor Sump Area, note excess water on floor
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 7: Emergency Shower
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 8: Air Receiver
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 9: Alarm Panel

Grace Photo 10: Air Compressors

Originals in color. |
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 12: Air Stream Oil/Water Separator
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS
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Grace Photo 13: Effluent Water Discharge

Grace Photo 14: Beaver Deceiver
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

with Slight Sheen in Access Manhole

’

Grace Photo 15: Pumping Well RW 21

Monitoring Well G11S Unlocked

Grace Photo 16:

Originals in color.
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UniFirst Photo 2: Data Logger
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 3: Multimedia Tank
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 4: No Longer Operational H;0, Tank
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 5: Safety Showers - Boxes
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

j :.
UniFirst Photo 6: UV Peroxide Unit
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 8: Carbon Units
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 9: Discharge Tank

f12inals in color,
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 10: Discharge Sampling S-6
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 11: Discharge Clean Water to Storm Sewer

UniFirst Photo 12: Floor Area, note excess water on floor
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 15: Seil Vapor Probes
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 1: Riley Well Enclosure and Storage Shed

Wildwood Photo 2: Treatment Building
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 3: GAC Units

Wildwood Photo 4: Equalization Tank
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 5: Air Scrubber
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Wildwood Photo 6: Vapor Phase Carbon
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS
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Wildwood Photo 7: Catox System
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 9: Site Looking Northeast at River
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NEW ENGLAND PLASTICS (NEP) PHOTOGRAPHS

NEP Photo 2: Air Sparge System Wells 101 A&B

| Mrieinals in color,
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NEW ENGLAND PLASTICS (NEP) PHOTOGRAPHS

NEP Photo 3: Treatment System
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INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

The following is a list of individuals interviewed for this five-year review. See
the attached contact record(s) for a detailed summary of the interviews.

Name Title/Position Organization Date
Harvard Project Services
Timothy Cosgrave Project Manager - UniFirst Contractor August 3, 2004
Associatef GeoTrans, lnc.
Jonathan Bridge Sr. Hydrogeologist { Grace Contractor) August 3, 2004
The Remedium Group
Maryellen C. Johns Sr, Project Engineer (a Grace Subsidiary) August 3, 2004*

Jeffrey Hamel

Vice President

Woodard & Curran, Inc,

{NEP Contractor)

August 3, 2004

Jeffrey T. Lawson

Environmental Project
Control, Inc.
{Beatrice, UniFirst, and

Principal Grace OU-2 Contractor) August 16, 2004
The RETEC Group
James R. Greacen Project Manager {Beatrice Contractor) August 18, 2004
The RETEC Group
Peter Cox Project Geologist (Beatrice Contractor) August 18, 2004**
Treatment System The RETEC Group
Brendan Maye Operator (Beatrice Contractor) August 18, 2004**
Paul A. Medeiros President Woburmn Cirty Council August 18, 2004
Project Manager
- Anna Mayor wells G&H Site MADEFP August 19, 2004
Wobum Redevelopment
Jack Marlowe Chairman Authority Angust 23, 2004
John Cwrran Mayor City of Wobum

August 24, 2004
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INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

For A Cleaner
Gretchen P. Latowsky Environmental Activist Environment (FACE) August 25, 2004
Jack Fralick Health Agent Wobumn Board of Health August 26, 2004
Michael Raymond Resident City of Woburn August 31, 2004 %%+
Deonna Robbins Resident City of Wobum August 31, 2004%**
Aberjona River Study
Linda Raymond Environmental Activist Coalition, Inc. August 31, 2004 %%+
Abertjona River Study
Kathy Barry Environmental Activist Cecalition, Inc. August 31, 2004 ***
John Ciriello Resident City of Woburn August 31, 2004+

A —————————————
——— e ——

Notes:

* . Documented in Interview Record for Jonathan Bridge.

** . Documented in Interview Record for James. R. Greacen.
**# _ Conducted as a group interview.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Mame: Wells G&H Supertund Site EPA ID No.: MAD920732168
I Subject: Five Year Review Time: 2:15 pm | Date: 8/19/04
Type: O Telephone B Visit O Other O [ncoming 8 Qutgoing N/A
Location of Visit: Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., Wakefield, MA
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
| Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Anna Mayor Project Manager MADEP
Telephone No.; 617-556-1112 Street Address:
Fax No.: 1 Winter Street
E-mail Address: anna.mayor@state.ma.us Boston, MA 02108

Preface: The interview with Anna Mayor was conducted at the offices of Metcalf &
Eddy, Inc. in Wakefield, Massachusetts. Ms. Major's involvement with the Wells G&H
Site began with the design and installation of the remedy at the Wildwood Conservation
Corporation (Wildwood) property in the mid-1990s and subsequently evalved into a
management role for the entire Wells G&H Site, and the Industri-Plex Superfund Site to
the north, on behalf of MADEP.

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? {general sentiment)

Ms. Mayor responded that she is fairly pleased with work that has been doné on the four
Source Area (Operable Unit 1, QU-1) properties by the Potentially Responsible Parties
{PRPs). She feels that the most crucial part of the Wells G&H Site is the Source Areas
{OU-1).

She expressed disappointment that a negotiated agreement had not been reached with
the Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia) sooner. She commented further that MADEP did
not participate in the recent Administrative Order on Consent (AQC) regarding the
Olympia property because the Commonwealth did not have costs to recover. She noted
that negotiating with the Whittens [the owners of the Olympia property] was difficult, but
nonetheless felt that Olympia could have been addressed by EPA sooner. Her
disappointment stems in part from the fact that the contamination recently delineated by
EPA [documented in the November 2002 Data Trend Evaiuation report] has continued
to leach contaminants 1o the aquifer over the years, She noted that MADEP deals with
the petroleurm contamination issues at the Olympia trucking terminal [under the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan).

She also noted that the New England Plastics (NEP) site was slow in implementing a
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remedy and felt that the remedial work could have been implemented more quickly.
However, she conceded that the contractors hired by NEP had an impact on
implementation. She commented favorably on the pace of work at NEF when Woodard
& Curran, Inc. came onboard as NEP's enviranmental consultant.

Ms. Mayor described the work at Wildwood as a good example armongst the Source
Argas (OU-1) and commented favorably on RETEC as a contractor.

She stated that she started work on the Wells G&H site with the Wildwood property. At
that time (mid-1990s}, W.R. Grace (Grace)} and Unifirst Incorporated {(Unifirst} were
already underway with remedies at their respective properties. However, she is
perturbed by Unifirst's position on soil remediation at their site, and cannot see why a
soil remedy has not been implemented at the Unifirst property. In her opinion, Unifirst's
consultants {(notably John Cherry and associates) seemed to overwhelm EPA,

Ms. Mayor has found the Central Area (OU-2) to be a source of frustration. She stated
that progress stalled on the Central Area (OU-2) shortly after the PRPs issued the
Januwary 1994 Wells G&H Site Central Area Remedial Investigation Phase !A Report
(Phase |A). She felt that MADEP contributions related to information on the
groundwater source were not used effectively, since progress continued to stall. She
expressed that she does not have the full picture as to why progress on the Central
Area (OU-2) stalled.

With regard to the Aberjona River {OU-3}, Ms. Mayer indicated that MADEP was not
involved very much. She indicated that the previous Remedial Project Manager (RPM)
for EPA {Mary Garren) felt that the MADERP did not have involvement in this aspect of
the project. She indicated that MADEP's involvement with the Aberjona River was
minimal until Joseph LeMay assumed the role of RPM for the Wells G&H Site,

2,A. Have there been routine communication or activities (slte visits,
Inspections) involving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and resuits.

Ms. Mayor indicated that communication or activities at the site have not been routine
for MADEP. She cited the example of school tours of the Wells G&H Site, where she
and Mary Garren, EPA's prior RPM, would share the burden of leading the tours, as
available. Periodically, MADEP's reviews of Source Area (OU-1) monthly reports would
prompt telephone calls to Mary Garren for clarification/information, or would lead to site
visits. MADEP's greatest involvement was with regard to discharges to surface water
from Source Area (OU-1) remedial systems, particularly Wildwood, where MADEP
played a role in determining appropriate dilutions and discharge limits. She noted that
Wildwood had problems with metals in their discharge and recollected that Wildwood
sampled for a year prior to discharge to evaluatelremedy the problem, MADEP had
close involvement with this issue.

3.A. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the
site requiring a response by your office. If so, please give details of the events
and resuits of the response.

Ms. Mayor stated that the most frequent compiaints at Wildwood concerned the beaver
dam near the Salern Street bridge. When the water level of the river reached a certain
elevation, it would have a deleterious effect on the wellheads at the Wildwood site. She
noted calls from Wildwood seeking to extend the "beaver permit” with the Fish and
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Wildlife Department (F&W). The permit would allow themn to "disturb” the beaver dam
(but not the lodge). Now this approval is granted through the Woburn Board of Health
(BOH). She noted that there is a limited window of time when the dam can be disturbed
(generally summer time). She does not know how the Woburn BOH is proceeding with
this responsibility. She noted that FAW was strict. For example, traps could not be
used on the beaver.

She has received occasional calls regarding the Grace property from prospective
purchasers/tenants inquiring as to the soil contaminant conditions at the property,
However, MADEP did not have information on soil testing at the Grace property. She
noted that documents she recently received from Joseph LeMay (EPA's RPM) have
some soil data.

4.A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Ms. Mayor stated that at this time she feels well informed, After the Phase 1A was
released, the communication from EPA dropped off, but this may have also coincided
with the period Mary Garren, EPA’s prior RPM, began working part-time, When Joe
LeMay assumed the role of RPM, communication between EPA and MADEP increased.

Ms. Mayor noted that communication had been good throughout on concerning
Olympia. MADEP got involved at Olympia conceming the potential for including the
terminal portion of the property in the Superfund site activities since site-refated
wastes/contaminants had been detected there, possibly originating from Unifirst,

She views Unifirst as a potential continuing source, noting the Dense Non-Aqueous
Phase Liguid (DNAPL) may have migrated down-slope along bedrock, She wondered if
good quality bedrock mapping existed in this area o help evaluate this hypothesis.

She mentioned indoor air issues and the testing conducted at the Puddle Buck Day
Care center and at some nearby residences in the Dewey Avenue area. She
undarstands that indoor airfvapor intrusion may be a future focus at the Wells G&H Site.

5.A, Do you have any comments, cuggestions, or recommendations regarding
the site's management or operation?

Ms. Mayor noted that the Wells G&H Record of Decision (ROD) mentions one sentence
on implementing institutional controls on groundwater until the groundwater is cleaned
up of the groundwater contamination is controlled. She commented further that it is not
clear what uses should be restricted until the Central Area {OU-2) risk assessment is
conducted. She is concerned that the local property owners might tap into the
groundwater for irmigation and suggested that a moratorium or ban be considered on
water supply well installations. She feels that some sort of control is required prior to all
the source areas achieving cleanup and that such controls may need to be worked out
through the City government. Restrictions may not be necessary untii after the OU-2
risk assessment is completed, which should be within one year. Following the risk
assessment, the institutional control could be targeted more to the pathwaysfuses that
present the greatest risk/concern,

In response to a follow-up guestion regarding the existence of a well survey, Ms. Mayor
referred to the Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) work performed
by Gordon Bullard of TetraTech NUS (TTNUS) as a potential source for this information.
She thought also that the Woburn BOH or Plumbing Department might require boring
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icgs {o be submitted for such wells.

Ms. Mayor also mentioned the lack of sufficient basisfdocumentation for monitored
natural attenuation (MNA) at NEP (where the remedial system has been shut oif) and
the socuthem portion of the Wildwood property outside the footprint of the existing
treatment system. She is not convinced that the planning and documentation necessary
to support MNA, consistent with EPA guidance, is in evidence. She felt that the basis for
asserting MNA at these locations should be further examined by EPA.

In addition, Ms. Mayor expressed concern over plume capture at Unifirst and Grace.
She and Mary Garren challenged the PRPs at Unifirst on this issue, particularly with 2
lack of capture on the west side of the property. She recalied that Mary Gamren issued
letters to the PRPs nating concerns regarding west side capture. However, the concern
has not been addressed to her knowledge. She is less familiar with the setting and
circumstances at Grace, but recalls that EPA was concerned about a lack of capture at
this property an the west side also.

With regard fo the Central Area (OU-2), discussion focused on efforts undertaken by
Mary Garren to find other sources, particularly associated with Romicon and Cummings
Properties. Ms. Mayor expressed that it may be useful to see if there are other sources
contributing to contamination in the Central Area (OU-2). She mentioned that Grace
claims their groundwater extraction system is pulling in contaminants unrelated to past
Grace operations from off-property sources.

At OU-3, Ms. Mayor expressed a nagging concem that residential use in the future has
not been sufficiently addressed for the future scenario. She is concerned because
future residential development can not be ruled out. What alieviates her concern on this
matter is that the 5-year review process can re-open the remedy in a particular area if
new (unaccounted for) residential development takes place. She felt that the level of
protection is probably as good as it gets right now, provided it can be re-opened in the
future through the 5-year review or other process.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS
1.B. What concerns do you have about the sita?
See response to Question 5 above in the state and local officials category.

2.B. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site? Provide
details.

With regard to OU-3 (the Aberjona River), Ms. Mayor mentioned the Town of
Winchester BOH concerns related to Aberjona River flooding and risk posed to
construction workers implementing a potential flood control remedy. Ms, Mayor
acknowledged that flooding is addressed in the Aberjona River Study (OU-3) risk
assessment and thinks the communities concern has been addressed from a technical
perspective. Nonetheless, the community concern exists.

Ms. Mayor is aware of complaints from affected property owners regarding the
management offresponsibility for contaminated sediments. It is an issue that the EPA
cannct necessarily address, unless the EPA undertakes direct remedial actions such as
dredging. Likely, private law suits will follow directed at the PRPs.
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With regard to OU-2 (the Central Area), Ms. Mayar noted the communities feeling that
the Wells G&H aquifer never again be used in the future as 3 potable water supply. She
recognizes that the City of Woburn is hedging their water resources and understands
why they are disinclined to decommission the wells. However, because EPA is requiring
cleanup to drinking water standards, the community's underlying concern will at seme
future point be addressed, but it will be long time before people agree to use the Central
Area aguifer as a potable water supply. She expressed the opinion that the City's
awareness of the public concemns and willingness to postpone a decision on the use of
the aquifer to some future time works well with EPA’s goals for aquifer restoration.

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site helped the neighborhood and/or
community?

Ms. Mayor thought that the shut down of the wells was the first step to heip the
community. She also felt that EPA’s examination of vapor intrusion issues and
industrial exposures to contaminated groundwater will be helpful. She acknowledged
that direct exposure routes to contaminated groundwater are currently limited and that
the Source Area (OU-1) remedies are helping to prevent further degradation, but the
Central Area (QU-2) aquifer is still not cleaned up.

She felt the community would realize further benefit once the exposures attributable to
sediments and vapor intrusion are addressed. However, the only help the community
has realized thus far is the shutdown of Welis G&H.

The public knows the Source Areas (OU-1) area being addressed, and paid for, by the
PRPs. She suggested that some safisfaction might ba derived by the general public
from having the poiluters pay for the cleanup.

Regarding to the Central Area (OU-2) and the Aberjona River (OU-3), people are
concemed that the continued activity will perpetuate the stigma of Woburn as a poliuted
place. However, the remediation of the river will be a significant help to the
neighborhood. It wilt have a very obvious impact,

4.B. Are you aware of any avents of vandalism or trespassing at the site?

Ms. Mayor mentioned break-ins at the RETEC field trailer during the installation of the
remedial system. She also mentionad that tree removal/right of way maintenance along
the railroad led to damage of the fencing at Wildwood (e.g., fallen [imbs during the
maintenance fell on the fence in places and caused damage.)

5.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use at or near the site?

Ms. Mayor noted the potential redevelopment of Aberjona Autoparts property into an ice
rink. She is also aware of a potential new building at the Charrette property (the
propanents may demolish the existing building and construct a new facility, possibly an
office building). The Salem Place residential development at the former Consolidated
Freightways terminal on Salem Street was also discussed during the interview.

6.B. We understand that groundwater from that site may be used in the distant
future. Are there plans for use of groundwater at the site in the near term?

Ms. Mayor mentioned the potential for commercialfindustrial use of Central Area
groundwater and mentioned that the City of Wobum Plumbing Department will not allow
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potable use.

7.B. Are there any pending changes in laws or regulations that may impact the
site?

Ms. Mayor mentioned the change in the arsenic Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL)
under the Safe Drinking Water Act, but is not sure how much the change will affect the
Central Area (OU-2) aquifer. She is not sure when the arsenic MCL will change at the
state level. She mentioned that MADEP is going through another round of
promuigation.

She acknowledged that the Massachusetts Contingency Plan {MCF) regulations are not
ARARS, but that EPA might acknowledge certain aspects of the MCP as ARARS, such
as the MCP's groundwater classifications. However, Ms. Mayor is not aware of any
other law or regulatory changes that would impact the Wells G&H site.

She also mentioned comments on the Aberjona River Study concerning dermal
exposure assumptions. She noted that the differences observed in the assumptions in
the document appear to "balance out”, but agreed to check with the MADEP Office of
Research and Standards (ORS) about another other changes in exposure assumptions
or toxicological values,

8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the project?
Regarding the Aberjona River remedy, Ms. Mayor suggested that too much reliance on
capping of the sediments might involve a burdensome future institutional control
responsibility, depending on the responsible party.

9.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?
Ms. Mayor anticipates close communication between EPA and MADEP in the future
regarding the rifle range located in the Central Area. She has attempted to convince the
management of the rifle range to adopt Best Management Practices (BMPs) to mitigate
potential contamination caused by rifle range activities, She commented that she has
meet with some resistance from the rifle range management regarding these initiatives.
Lead was noted as a potential ecological concem based on the findings of the Aberjona
River study and that lead contaminated sediments potentially attributable to the rifle
range were detected in sediments in the 38-acre wetland of the Wells G&H site, She
recalled some progress with the rifle range, where they agreed not to shoot toward the
wetland. MADEP is not interested in shutting down the rifle range. They simply want
them to modify their activities (i.e., adopt BMPs).
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Preface: Prior to conducting the interview, TRC and MAE engaged in an informal
discussion of current status and recent progress at the Wells G&H site with Mayor John
Curran. Dwring this discussion, Mr. Curran asked, regarding the cutcome of the
Aberjona River Study, what wouid be accomplished with excavation of the sediments, if
chosen as a remedy. He also inquired as to the status of remedial activities north of
Route 128 (the Industri-Plex Superfund Site). He described how the stigma associated
with Woburn water is almost insurmountable. He acknowledged the role of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Superfund as a vehicle for remediation, but
despite the progress, it is hard for Woburn to shake the image. He viewed the warning
signs recently instailed along the river and the cranberry bog as well intended, but the
signs have the unintended effect of perpetuating the stigma, Mr. Curman noted the gap
in the conservatism of the risk assessment, and the communication to the general
public the actual danger posed by the contaminated sediments. He acknowledged that
it is tough to bridge a warning sign regarding the sediments with a practical
understanding of what it takes to truly sustain 2 harmful exposure. He wondered if there
was a better way to communicate this information.

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MADS80732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:15 pm | Date: 8/24/04
Type: O Telephone | Visit O Other O Incoming O Quigoing N/A
Location of Visit: Wobum City Hall
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
Individual Contacted:

Name: Title; Organization:
John Curran Mayor City of Woburn
Telephone: 781-932-4503 Street Address:
Fax Ne. Woburn City Hall
E-mail Address 10 Common Street

Woburn, MAO1861

His job is to make sure Woburn does not suffer unnecessarily from Superfund activity
and the perception of contamination. Despite the current good quality of the City's
drinking water, people still say, "Don't drink the water." Each step EPA takes to
advance the remedy has an impact on the state of mind of Wobum residents. The
Superfund process in Woburn has a definite public impact,

5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STATE/LOCAL OFFICIALS
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1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? (gsneral sentiment)

Mr. Curran felt that the project has been successful from a technicalienvironmental
standpoint. His main concem, beside public heaith, was the impact of the cleanup on
public perception. He wants the project to have as little negative impact on public
perception as possible without interfering with the technical goals of the project.

He stated that the EPA has been good about contacting his office and keeping people
aware as the project evolves. EPA has always kept him aware. He has never feit
blind-sided by information because he has been made aware of significant results in
advance,

2.A.  Have there been routine communication or activities (site visits,
inspections) involving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

Mr. Curran answered, "yes.” He added that his visits or inspections were generally tied
to some milestone in the project where he would participate in site meetings or visits
with Joseph LeMay, Remedial Project Manager (RPM) for EPA. For example, he visited
the cranberry bog following the Aberjona River Study risk assessment to see the
contaminated areas identified as presenting risk. He added that Joseph LeMay was
very good at pointing things out and explaining the repercussions.

3.A, Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to
the site requiring a response by your office. If so, please give details of the
evants and resulis of the response.

Mr. Curran that he has received no complaints related to EPA activities. He has
received complaints about iltegal dumping in the area, but that the complaints are not
related to the Weils G&H Superfund Site. He also received complaints regarding the
paint ball activity on the City owned property by Wells G&H. There have been no
complaints related to the ongoing remedial activities, either.

4,A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
Mr. Curman answered, "yes."

5.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendatlons regarding
the site’s management or operation?

Mr. Curran stressed that he wants public awareness and public perception to be
handled with the utmost care. He noted the "give and take" between informing the
public, while avoiding unnecessary fear. He acknowledged that public health is the
highest pricrity, but feels it is very important to protect the perceived quality of life in
Woburmn, the value of Woburn as a community. He feels EPA can do 2 better job of it
and desires less volatile ways of informing the public. He stated the recent posting of
warning signs as one example. No one is "breaking down the door” to voice objections,
but it is still a concermn. He does not want to imply that anyone at EPA has been derelict
in his or her duty. EPA has been very professional and he feels the job is well
managed. Nonetheless, he wants greater attention paid to perception.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS
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1.B. What concerns do you have about the site?

Mr. Curran expressed that north of Route 128 [Industri-Plex] is a big concern te him
because it is an area where they have the least knowledge. He wonders about the
impact of what migrates out from under the cap in groundwater and wonders if there is a
remedial solution for this, His impression is that there is further remedial work required
far groundwater in this area despite the cap. He is coencerned about how this
contamination will be managed.

Another concem is the Qiin Site in Wilmington at the edge of the Aberjona Watershed.
He wonders how contamination from Qlin will impact the site in Woburn, He
understands that some of the groundwater at Olin flows the other way, toward
Wilmington, but nonetheless would appreciate more information on the Olin site. He is
aware that Wilmington residents have found contamination in their groundwater and he
heard rumors that the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
{MADEP) was trying to move away from management responsibility far the Qlin Site,
perhaps due to ongoing resource constraints at their agency. He wants to know what
relationship this site has to the Woburn watershed. He reflected on Wilmington's
approach ta the Qlin site, noting that they are approaching it in quiet manner, which he
feels is intended to minimize or avoid stigma. Wiimington will need to connect to the
Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWRA) to supplement their supply, as did
Woburn. He understands that Olin is to pay for the sewer line extension. The situation
is like that of Woburn in the early stages of the response fo the contamination. Stigma
versus Cleanup, it is something all municipalities are very concerned about. He feels
many municipatities have learned from Wobum's experience. Mr. Curran noted that
wherever he goes in the country, everyone is aware of Woburn's plight,

Mr. Curran reflected on the tremendous positive impact the Superfund remedial process
can have, citing the recently redeveloped areas in North Waburn, such as Presidential
Way and the area near the new highway interchange. He also spoke favorably of the
role of MetroNorth in the revitalization of the area. Wobum experienced tremendous
growth sven during the economic downturn due to the recent development activity in

this area. He acknowledged EPA's leverage and stated that it is necessary to have EPA
involvement foster the kind of change realized at industri-Plex.

2.B. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site? Provide
details.

Mr. Curran stated that when the Aberjona River Study results were released, there was
some concemn about property values along the river, but more from the commercial
sector than the residential. He explained how Joseph LeMay showed how the results
should have no impact on residential values. Mr. Curran felt that the results should also
have limited impact on commercial property values given where most of the
contamination presenting rick is located. He attributed the relatively small amount of
concem expressed by the local residents to the experiences of the community as whole,
suggesting that the experience has made the average resident much more
aware/educated than residents in other communities. He stated that he received more
calis from the Potentially Responsible Parties {PRPs) than he did from 1ocal residents.
There was relatively little outcry from the local citizens, and he stated that the study had
no impact on the mayoral election. He felt that the PRPs, too, were concerned about
pubiic perception, but for much different reasons than his own. The PRPs did not want
the Aberjona River Study report 10 be released. He also noted the PRP's financial
interests.
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3.B. Have the activities to date at the site helped the neighborhood and/or
community?

Mr. Curran answered, “yes" and referred to prior answers provided. He restated that the
Superfund process at Industri-Plex has helped with economic development that has
sustained Woburn for the last 8 years. The planning for Presidential Way and nearby
areas really paid off, since the City put a lot of effort into planning this development. Mr.
Curran added that he was a previous member of the Planning Board and City Council
during the planning stages and is very aware of the planning activities regarding this
area.

He cited the Superfund activities in North Wobum [Industri-Plex] as an example, which
have fostered an economic boom that will allow the City to secure $180 million in debt
service. This new development is a tremendous economic base for the City. He
reflected on the naming of the Anderson Transportation Center for the Anderson child
who died from leukemia, noting that the site has been reused without forgetting the
price.

He cited the redeveiopment of the Industri-Plex area as a tremendous success and
wishes that more of EPA’s Superfund remedial efforts could be as successful. ltwas a
very positive outcome. He mentioned how the state took an interest when they needed
to cite a transportation center and how they heiped with the cap. He noted that they
would not have taken an interest in the area if they were not aware of the intensive
re-use undertaken in the area. He remarked about how the Industri-Plex Site Remedial
Trust was motivated to maximize property value and increase their return. He noted the
efforts of former Mayor John Rabbit, Cindy Stanton Brooks of the trust, and the impacts
of zoning adjustments, that made the construction of the highway interchange more
attractive. With the advent of the interchange, development really took off. The
improved traffic flow between Wilmington and Wobum has also been a plus.

He noted how these experiences have given Woburn a greater sensitivity ta the
protection of their existing water supply (Horn Pond Aquifer] and he is pleased by the
attention paid and the technology implementad to ensure a safe water supply. He noted
the new water treatment system with a chemist on duty.

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalism or trespassing at the site?

Mr. Curran is not aware of vangalism or trespassing at the site. See prior responses
regarding the paint ball activity, which for a period of time was allowed by the City on
City property near Wells G and H. Some residents complained about the paint ball
activity. See also prior comments about iltegal dumping activity in the vicinity of the site.

§.B. Are you aware of any changes In projected land uss at or near the site?

Mr. Curran is not aware of any changes in projected 'and use at or near the site. He
noted that Wobum Redevelopment Authority's EPA grant to study proposed uses. He
indicated that there are no concrete proposals, but that the general sentiment is for
some form of passive recreational use.

6.B. We understand that groundwater from that site may be used in the distant
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future. Are there plans for use of groundwater at the site in the near term?

Mr. Curran stated that there are no plans to use the water. The only uses he could see
involve use of the water for cooling purposes, like Atlantic Gelatin. He recailed that the
City was approached by Tennessee Gas about a power piant proposal, but their water
needs were far greater than couid be supplied by the aquifer. He wondered that if the
water were used in this way, that perhaps the user could treat the water prior to
returning it to the aquifer, thus accomplishing some treatment. However, he
acknowledged that it is an unlikely scenario.

7.B.  Are there any pending changes in laws or regulations that may impact the
site?

Mr. Curran stated that the City is revising their Master Plan, but that the Master Plan
does not contemplate anything inconsistent with what is already in place at the site.

8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the project?

Mr. Curran felt that his suggestions or recommendations were already covered in
previous responses. He added that he has no concerns about EPA's assessment and
remediation objectives, but stressed his concem about managing public perception and
its impact on the quality of life in Woburn.

9.8. Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of
use?
Mr. Curran felt that this area was already covered in previous responses.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

 Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 930 am Date; 8/26/04
Type: B Telephone a Visit 8 Other O incoming M Quigoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
Diane Silverman, Ph.D, Risk Assessor Metealf & Eddy
Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Health Agent Organization:
John (Jack) Fralick Jr. Board of Health, City of Woburn
Telephone No.: 781-932-4407 Street Address:
Fax No.: Woburns City Hall
E-Mail Address: 10 Common Street
Woburn, MA 01501

5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STATE/LOCAL OFFICIALS
1.  What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Fralick stated that overall, the project has moved too slowly. He noted that he fully
understands that data need to be gathered and analyzed, and that reports need to be
written. But he cannot imagine why the process has taken so long. He realizes that
progress has been made at the site; the treatment plants are operating and thousands
of pounds of waste have been removed from groundwater. Mr. Fralick referred to the
site as a "black eye that won't go away”. Waoburn has been in the media forefront for 25
yoars. He is hoping that the community will be provided with the closure it needs. The
studies to date have not provided the closure.

Mr. Fralick noted that activities at the site continue to set off alarms to the community.

He used the recent installation of the warning signs at the cranberry bog as an example.

He would have preferred that a fence, rather than signs, be installed since a fence

I would have been a less obvious indication of potential harm. What he would really
prefer is a solution rather than a sign. The City wants a concrete cleanup outcome that

clearly indicates that a level of no significant risk has been reached.

Mr. Fralick stated that he uses the Aherjona River Study report as a reference to answer
community questions. He receives numerous phone calls expressing three basic types
of concerns regarding the site: (1) individuals who want to move into the community but
have concems about the site; (2) residents of Woburn who have children with health
problems seeking answers to those problems; and (3) past residents of Wobum who
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have been diagnosed with cancer or have children diagnosed with cancer looking for a
possible answer to why the cancer happened. He stated that he what he needs is
concrete results and information to answer these questions and report to the
community.

Because he feels that not enough had been done at the site over the last 25 years, he
would like to see the site fast tracked. However, he is pleased that progress is being
made and that cleanup is being actively addressed.

2.  Have there heen routine communication or activities (site visits,
inspections} involving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

Mr. Fralick indicated "no" in response to this question. He commented that he reads
reports, but rarely receives other communication regarding the site. He noted that he is
aware of the EPA grant o the Woburm Redevelopment Authonty (WRA) but has had
limited involvement with that process. During his limited involvement, he advised the
WRA that doing nothing with the Weils G&H wetland may be the best option. Placing
walkways in contaminated areas does not make sense from a public health position,
especially near the hot spot at Well H.

In further response to the question, Mr. Fralick stated that he has visited the site for a I
variety of reasons. He pariicipated in a ¢leanup of asbestos-concrete piping on Rifle
Range Road, he checks for illegal dumping, and has visited the Southwest Properties to
perform dumpster checks. He is aware that a skating rink is being considered at the
Aberjona junkyard and hopes that EPA is participating in those discussions.

3. Have there been any complaints, violations, ot other incidents related to the
site requiring a response hy your office. If so, please give details of the events
and results of the response,

Mr. Fralick again noted complaints relative to the City’s storage of concrete-asbestos
piping and the removal of the piping, which had been stored there for a prolonged period
of time. He has also received complaints of midnight dumping in the wetland area, and
lead concems at the rifle range. He hopes that EPA and MADEPR will deal with the
concerns relative to lead at the rifle range. Other complaints received concerned a local
hydroseeder withdrawing water from a tributary to the river and a fumigant manufacturer
operating near the cranberry bog. He felt that the fumigant manufacturing process was
not a problem since the insecticides were being used in a controlled and contained I
manner.

4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Mr. Fralick stated that he does not feel well informed about the site. He has only
received the human health portion of the River Study report and the response to
comments on that report. He has not received the ecological portion of the River Study
report and does not appear to be on the distribution list to receive communication about
the site. He does not feel that he needs to know everything about the site, but stated
that he would like to see progress reports on the source area properties and other
aspects of the site so that he could be better informed. He could put the information to
good use as he makes recommendations and answers questions regarding the site. He
would be better able to provide an explanation of the current status of the site and
address community concerns if he had more information.
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5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding |,
the site's management or operation?

can make. This site is very complex, so he could use additional information. Mr. Fralick

further commented that he hopes the right steps are being taken at the site and that the

process can be accelerated. He understands that there may be financial constraints or

legal ramifications that may be impeding the process. He questioned whether the i
installation of an additional treatment system might speed up the groundwater remedy. -

Mr. Fralick reiterated that getting him information is the most important suggestion he ‘

Mr. Fralick lastly commented that he believes that EPA is doing a decent job overall. By ‘
supplying the Board of Health with additional site information, the community will be

better served and minds will be more at ease. He would very much like to communicate

the positives aspects of the process to the community.
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|
Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168 <<

Preface: Prior to conducting the interview, TRC and M&E engaged int an informai
discussion of current status and recent progress at the Wells G&H site with Mr. Paul
Medeiros, During this discussion, Mr. Medeiros acknowledge that he periodically

Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:00 pm | Date: 8/18/04 I
Type: [ Telephone W Visit 01 Other O incoming O Outgoing N/A
Location of Visit: Woburn City Hall
Contact Made By:

Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metealf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Paul A. Medeiros President Woburn City Council
Telephone No.: 781-938-0297 Street Address:
Fax No.: 9 Marietta Street
E-Mail Address: paulderman@prodigy.net Woburn, MA 01801

accessed the EPA's Wells G&H website for information on the project.
5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STATE/LOCAL OFFICIALS

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Medeiros felt that the project was moving along. He expressed that he was not
happy with the Wells G&H/IndustriPlex River Study linkage, although he understands
the connections between the two projects. Nonetheless, he thought that EPA should
have kept the projects separate. He has reservations about the numbers of samples
collected at different stations {more in some locations, less in others) and wonders
whether there is really sufficient coverage and characterization of the river. He
discussed that he had suggested to EPA that the City was entitled to 2 peer review of
the Aberjona River Study. He was not satisfied with the TOSC review provided by
University of Connecticut (Uconn) and Tufts University faculty. He mentioned that he
had notified Joseph LeMay, Remedial Project Manager (RPM) for the Welis G&H Site,
as well as Mr. LeMay's superior, that the raview performed by UConn/Tufts was not
sufficient. At this point, Mr. Medeiros' desire for a peer review of the Aberjona River
Study is not satisfied,

2.A. Have there heen routine communication or activities {site visits,
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inspections) involving your offlce regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

Mr. Medeiros stated that Joseph LeMay {the RPM) has made himself very available
throughout the Aberjona River Study. He noted that Mr. LeMay has also been available
to the Woburn Redevelopment Authority (WRA). He has also made himself avadable to
the City for various planning purposes regarding Wells G&H. He noted, however, that
planning activities for development at the wetlang ceased when the findings of the draft
Aberjona River Study were revealed, due to concems over public health and liability.

Mr. Medeiros also comments that the DEP {Anna Mayor) has also been available to the
City.

3.A. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to
the slte requiring a response by your office. If s0, please give details of the
events and results of the response.

The only complaint Mr. Medeiros recalled, which was originated by Mr. Madeiros, was
related to the paint ball activity near municipal wells G and H. Originally, the Mayor
aliowed the paint ball recreational activity to proceed in this location. However, because
the levels of contamination wera not known at the time, Mr. Medeiros discussed the
paint ball activity with the Mayor and expressed that it should be stopped due to possible
public health concerns. The Mayor agreed and the activity ceased.

He also noted some incidental dumping of solid waste (e.g., old appliances) in the
cranberry bog.

In another matter, a local citizen requested Citizen Participation Time at a City Council
Meeting regarding concerns with lead shot contamination at the Mass Rifle facility. He
arranged for a representative of Mass Rifle to be present to address the issues raised.
He found that Mass Rifle was responsive and forthcoming with how they manage lead
shot in the target banks, etc. (e.g., lime treatment). He indicated, based on his own due
diligence, that Mass Rifle responses and lead shot management activities were
consistent with what he learned from various state officials and knowledgeable
individuals.

4.A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
Mr. Medeiros answered, "Yes."

5.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the site’s management or operation?

Mr. Medeiros asked that EPA improve how they notify the pubiic when new information
is available on the Wells G&H site. He noted there was a local cable television station
and two local newspapers and suggested that use of these media to provide notification
of new information might get more people involved in Wells G&H issues.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS
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1.B. What concerns do you have about the site?

Mr. Medeiros is concerned about future use of the Weills G&H site and what they will be
able to with the site safely. He is also concemed about talk of re-opening the wells and
referred anecdotally to a prior Mayor’s very public demaolition of the wells G and H pump
houses, and that Mayor’s declaration to never use the water from the site again.

He is alsg concemed that some of the contamination may nat be receiving complete
treatment, and noted the New England Plastics (NEP) site's shutdown of their treatment
system as a possible example.

2.B. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site? Provide
details.

Mr. Medeiros expressed community concerns regarding pockets of arsenic
contamination and wondered if there may be more areas that pose risk that have noted
yet been detected. He also expressed concern over whether the agency or other entity
will be responsive if more contamination posing risk is found. He further noted the
community's concern over what will become of the Wells G&H site in the future.

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site heiped the neighborhood and/or
community?

Mr. Medeiras answered, “Yes” and commented that the studies performed relative to
pump and treat, the Aberjona River study, etc., have "shown what is in people’s back
yards." He expressed the philosophy that more information is better than less.
Therefore, the activities conducted to date have helped by providing information.

He atso acknowledged the negative impacts of the information, noting that the news of
the contamination described in the Aberjona River Study has stopped regular volunteer
clean ups of streams, etc., by local groups/environmental organizations. Nonetheless,

the comrnunity has benefited by being informed.

4B. Are you aware of any events of vandalism or trespassing at the site?

Mr. Medeiros noted only the occasional dirt bike on the railroad tracks, but nothing
leading to damage or vandaiism at the site.

5.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use at or near the site?

Mr. Medeiros noted several changes or potential changes, which are summarized
below:

. Residential development (Salem FPlace) of the Consolidated Freightways site
{as many as 80 units/townhouses) off Salem Street. Consolidated Freightways
is a former trucking terminal,

. The potential ice rink at the Aberjona Autoparts facility on Salem Street.

. The interest of severat parties in the W.R. Grace facility at 368 Washington
Street. Potential for restaurants or a world headguarters for a company. Mr.
Medeiros did not mention the names of the interested parties.

. The car dealership north of W.R. Grace will be rebuilt, with a new building
erected on another portion of the property. The existing building is to be
demolished.
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. The new Admiral Roofing storage facility on Olympia Avenue/3 Wheeling
Avenue. Admiral Roofing is relocating to Woburn from Wilmington.

. The Fuller Systems facility at 226-228 Washington Street had a fire. Fuller
Systems, a pesticide manufacturer, manufactured fumigating smokes. The City
has ordered the remaining facility to be torn down since it is a nuisance.

6.B. We understand that groundwater from that site may be used in the distant
future. Are there plans for use of groundwater at the site in the near term?

Mr. Medeiros answered, "no." He noted that he felt that water from the Wells G&H
aquifer will not be seen as potable by the public.

7.B.  Ara there any pending changes in laws or regulations that may impact the
site?

Mr. Medeiros stated that he is not aware of any changes in laws or regulations that may
impact the site.

8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the project?
Mr. Medeiros stated that he wanis a peer review of the Aberjona River Study,

8.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of

use?

Mr. Medeiros answered, "no." However, he did note that Woburn Residents

Environmental Network (WREN) maintains an email list that may be useful to EPA for

information dissemination. He also noted that, even though voluntary cleanup of the

wetland had stopped for the most part, some cleanup still occurred in the upland areas

and one resident near the Cranbernry Bog regularly mowed the paths in the wetland to

maintain access far emergency vehicles. The City had been planning a pilot test to use :
beetles to rid a portion of the wetland of purple loosestrife. Those plans were

discontinued when the draft River Study report was released, J
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 3:00 pm | DPate: 8/23/04
Type: O Telephone B Visit O Other O incoming O Outgoing N/A

Location of Visit: Gulde Insurance Agency, Inc. Burlington, MA

(Mr. Marlowe’s place of business.)

Contact Made By:

Name:

Title: Organization:

David M, Sallivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Meteall & Eddy

Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization:

Jack Marlowe Chairman Woburn Redevelopment
Authority
(WRA)

Telephone No.: 781-935-3010 (WRA) Street Address

Fax No.: (WRA) 365 Main Street

E-Mail Address: Woburn, MA 01801

discussion with Mr. Marlowe concerning his overall background relative the Wells G&H
Superfund Site. Mr. Marlowe noted his involvement in the early 1980s with the grass
roots environmental advocacy group For A Cleaner Enwironment (FACE), which was
started by Reverend Bruce Young, a local Episcopal Minister, and Anne Anderson,
whose son contracted leukemia. He is friends with Ann Anderson and expressed that
discussing the Wells G&H site still stirs deep-seated emotions. His wife was involved
with FACE when the organization was incorporated. Mr. Marlowe later became
president of FACE for a few years. He later became involved with the Woburn
Redevelopment Authority (WRA) and helped develop the area to the west of the railroad
tracks. He was also involved in the development of the new highway interchange and
the Anderson Transportation Center. He is 65 years of age and grew up in Wobum. As
a child, he played in the very areas that are now Superfund Sites. He was there at
many of the significant events at the Wells G&H site, like the aquifer pump test
conducted by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and during the excavation of
drums on the W.R. Grace property. He mentioned his strong dislike for Attorney Jan
Schlictmiann, athough he acknowledged he was a great attomey (the reasons for his
dislike were not explained or explored).

He offered that he has a "pretty good working refationship with EPA”, but characterized
his early relationship with EPA as a member of FACE as "politely adversarial." In the
early days of the Wells G&H site, he recalls working closely with Richard Chalpin of the
Massachusetts Department of Envirenmental Protection {MADEP), who he credited with

Preface: Prior to conducting the interview, TRC and M&E engaged in an informal l
7
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detecting trichloroethene {TCE) in the Aberjona River and with helping to find the
arsenic pits in North Woburn.

He has very strong feelings for the City of Woburn and feels all the Superfund issues
have "put 2 smudge” on the community he loves, He has since undertaken the mission
of changing the image of Woburn. Early on, he had issues with the EPA, who
apparently was reluctant to install a fence around the Industri-Plex site. Later, he felt
that EPA "softened” and embraced the concerns of the community to a greater degree.
He felt that the testimony of Ann Anderson and Rev. Bruce Young before congress
leading up to the reauthorization of the Superiund law in the early 1980s was the turning
point for EPA relative to Woburn Superfund Sites, after which Waburn got greater
pofitical attention and EPA became a more positive force.

With Mr. Martowe's involvement both in city affairs (2.9., WRA) and his early
involvement with FACE, questions appropriate for both stateflocal officials and
community groups were posed during the interview.

5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STATE/LOCAL QOFFICIALS

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Marlowe felt that EPA was very responsible when they conducted the Aberjona
River human health and ecological risk studies. The Aberjona River Study did lead to
some "flare ups” of local concern, but those "in the know” appreciated what was done.
He felt that some "on the fringe” questioned the science, but feels that EPA did a good
job. He also felt that the issues raised by the University of Connecticut as part of the
TOSC review were inconsequential.

He further commented that compared to the early days of the site, the project has
progressed in quantum leaps and feels today that the project is being handled very
responsibly by EPA.

2.A. Have there been routine communication or activitles (site visits,
inspections) involving vour office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

Mr. Marlowe is not a direct recipient of communication from EPA, but he receives
communication through the political process.

Mr. Marlowe discussed further that he has worked with three consecutive mayors
(Rabbit, Dever, and Curran} and staled that he was a confidant of all three. He
commented negatively on EPA's decision to divide the site into the three Operable Units
and was not sure what purpose it served.

He commented further regarding the psychology of the community: No one wants to
hear about the site anymore. He noted further that no one will ever drink the water from
the Wells G&H aquifer and asked aloud why is EPA pursuing cleanup of the aquifer.
Then he acknowiedged that his opinion later turned around when it became clear that
good science had been done and correct decisions had been made, particularly with
regard to the Aberjona River study.

He reflected on the results of the Abarjona River study, and noted how some areas are
contaminated, such as in the bend in the river, and other areas are less contaminated.
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He further discussed the EPA grant to the WRA to evaiuate reuse, and mentioned ideas
for a viewing platform at Well H. He noted that the people are now concerned about
potential exposures, which has lessened interest/enthusiasm for reuse of the area
around Wells G&H. In his opinion, the Wells G&H wetland area couid be an ideal
recreational area since it cannot be developed, but asked what happens if someone
goes swimming? He remarked favorably about the results of the Aberjona River Study.
He appreciates the documentation of his suspicions and what backs it up.

With regard to the work undertaken by the WRA relative to the EPA Superfund
Redevelopment Grant, Mr. Marlowe stated that his organization is still wrestling with
what they wiit say in their final report, which is due December 31, 2004. He
acknowledges his own bias stemming from his own involvement in FACE, and
expressed concern if something is overtooked.

3.A. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other Incidents related to
the site requiring a response by your office. if so, please give details of the
events and results of the response.

As part of the WRA, his has not aware of any complaints, violations, or other incidents.

As part of FACE, he recalls an incident near the present day location of the Anderson
Transportation Center where a contractor excavating to connect to the water supply
encountered chromium waste. Mr. Marlowe rémembered attempting to reach EPA and
MADEP to see what they could do to rectify the situation, and explained how finally the
Building Inspector issued a Cease and Desist Order because the contractor had not
obtained a permit for the work. Incidents like this make him wonder who will be
responsible for Institutional Controls in the future.

4.A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
Mr. Marlowe answered, “Yes"

5.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the site's management or operation?

Mr. Marlowe remarked that this is a tough question. The WRA has a grant for
examining the redevelopment of the Wells G&H Superfund Site. This autherity includes
areas south of the Salem Street Bridge and extends to the border of the rifle range and
also includes the W.R. Grace Site. Formal recommendations will be provided in the
WRA's final report due December 31, 2004.

Mr. Marlowe stated that he has considerable respect for Joseph LeMay, the Remedial
Project Manager (RPM) for the Wells G&H site. However, he felt that it takes Mr.

LeMay an inordinate amount of time to make a decision. Mr. Marlowe also

acknowledged that

Mr. LeMay can not make snap decisions because of the high visibility and profile of the site.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS
1.B. What concerns do you have about the site?

Mr. Marlowe commented that he has nothing more to offer than what has already been
stated. He commented further about the extracrdinary arsenic concentrations in the
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sediments and feels that as long as the contaminated sediments are not disturbed, that
the situation is OK.

Mr. Marlowe commented further. From a FACE perspeclive, lets get the PRPs to clean
up the river, From a husinessman's perspective, he wonders why one would bother to
clean up the contamination. What is the point?

In a further comment on the Aberjona River Study, he feit that sampling was not
performed deep enough, regardiess of the limited mobility characteristics of arsenic.

2.B. Are you aware of any community concerns reganrding the site? Provide
details.

Mr. Marlowe stated that as long at the cleanup goes on and it is not completed, there
will be community concems. He noted his comedy club experience, when the comic
found aut that he was from Woburn and made fun of him and the Woburn
contamination situation, driving home the point of the deep-seated and widely known
stigma. He wants this to end and feels the site has been studied to death. He thinks
EPA’s remedial actions should stop with the river. If EPA is going to clean it up, then
clean it up. Twenty-four years or more is a long time to wait.

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site helped the neighborhood and/or
communhity?

Mr. Marlowe stated that the only activity that helped was the closing of the wells. He
remarked that the average person does not understand the content of the Aberjona
River Study. He remarked that Mayor John Rabbit's razing of the well houses was a
good move.

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalism or trespassing at the site?

Mr. Marlowe is not aware of any vandalism. Regarding trespassing, he noted that it is
an open site with little preventing anyone's access to the site, like signs. He noted that
he visits the site himself from time to time.

5.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use at or near the site?

Mr. Marlowe referred to prior discussions concerning the WRA's $100,000 EPA grant to
evaluate site reuse and the pending final report due December 31, 2004,

6.B. We understand that groundwater from that site may be used in the distant
future. Are there plans for use of groundwater at the site in the near term?

Mr. Mariowe answered, "Over my dead body." He stated emphatically that he would do
what ever he could to stop it.

He recognizes that the City coutld abandon the water supply, but also understands the
City's motivations for not doing so. No one in the City will make the decision to abandon
the water supply and thus remove the potential for cleanup in the future.

Mr. Martowe noted beyond the groundwater issue his concern over flooding of
neighboring properties and downstream Winchester, He felt that the floodwaters had to
have contaminated soils on neighboring properties and in Winchester.
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7.B. Are there any pending changes in laws or regulations that may impact the
sita?

Mr. Mariowe stated that he was not aware of any pending changes in laws or regulations
that may impact the site.

8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the project?
Refer to StatefLocal Official Question No. 5A.
9.B. s there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?

Mr. Marlowe referred to prior discussions concerning the WRA's $100,000 EPA grant to
evaluate site reuse and the pending final report due December 31, 2004.

5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY
1.C. What is your overail impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Marlowe indicated that he is not invaived in any community groups involved in
environmental issues or issues related to the Wells G&H Site. His only current
involvement is with the WRA.

2.C. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?

Mr. Marlowe indicated that today, the impact of site operations is miniscule. Historically,
however, the news coverage, book, and movie have had a tremendous psychological
impact on members of the community.

3.C. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site’s operation
and administration? If so, please give details.

Mr. Mariowe indicated that the site's operation and administration has never been
questioned. FACE initially questioned/chalienged EPA, but today, EPA's intent is known
and understood.

4.C. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the slte (such as
emergency responses)? If so, please give details.

Mr. Marlowe answered, "no."
5.C. Do youfeel well informed about the site’s activities and progress?

Mr. Marlowe answered, "yes" and attributed it to his position on the WRA, He stated
that EPA has always been forthcoming, although they only call a meeting when they
have a result. He contrasied the "new EPA" with the "old EPA", commenting that the
“new EPA" is significantly better. He defined "old" and "new" EPA as pre- and
post-Superfund reauthorization (in the early 1980s). After Superfund was reauthorized
at that time, Woburn got palitical attention. He commented favarably on Senator
Kennedy's humanitarianism towards those impacted by contamination in Woburn and
described it as “tremendous.” He is less enamored of Senator Kerry's efforts relative to
Wobum contamination.
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6.C. Do you have any commants, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the site's management or operation?

See prior answers.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY GROUPS

1.0. What concerns do you have about the site?

Mr. Marlowe has no concerns as long as the river contamination is not disturbed. He
considers the site relatively safe as long as the contamination is not disturbed. He
wonders what is gained if you dig up the contaminated sediments given the difficulty of
controlling what would move downstream when disturbed. Views capping as a

preferred alternative, but stiit is concerned about disturbing the contamination during I
capping.

2.D. Are you aware of any other community concerns regarding the site?
Provide details.

Mr. Mariowe answered, "no.”

3.D. Have the activities to date at the site helped the neighborhood andior
community? I

See prior comments about closing the wells and razing the pump houses.
4.0. Are you aware of any events of vandalism or trespassing at the site?
See prier comments about vandalism, trespassing and site access.

5.D. Are you aware of any other activities at the sile that might be of importance
(e.g., flooding)?

Mr. Marlowe noted flooding and reflected on hurricane Carol in 1954. At the time, Carol
caused tremendous flooding and led to the inundation of the area now occupied by the
Woburn Mall, etc., north of Route 128. The entire area was flooded as deep as 7 feet
because the water could not get through the constriction caused by the highway. With
the continued loss of the natural flood plain, Mr. Marlowe wonders about the impact of
such a 100-year storm in the future on the contaminants in the river.

6.D0. Are you aware of any changes in projectad land use at or near the site?

Mr. Marlowe referred to prior discussions concerning the WRA's $100,000 EPA grant to
evaluate site reuse and the pending final report due December 31, 2004.

7.D. Is there any sentiment from the community about the future use of
groundwater from the site?

See prior comments about Mr. Marlowe's personal objection to the future use of
groundwater and refated public sentiment.

8.D. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the project?
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Mr. Martowe referred back to answers provided to prior questions like this, and added
that there is tremendous opportunity for community redevelopment associated with the
Southwest Properties (Aberjona Autoparts, Whitney Barrel, and Murphy Waste Qil). He
would be an advocate of reasonable development of these properties.

9.D. 1s there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?

Mr. Marlowe stated that he has offered the information he wished to share. He
emphasized the psychological impact of the contamination on the community. The

worst thing that could happen would be to bring more contamination issues to light, If
more issues are found, then prove to him that it is necessary to burden the community
further.

Mr. Marlowe ciosed by recommending that Ms. Cindy Stanton Brook be interviewed,
She has her own firm, but works on behalf of Monsanto regarding Industri-Plex. He
indicated that stie had a significant role in the redevelopment of the area, including the
Anderson Regional Transportation Center, and has some involvementfinterest in the
activities at Wells G&H. He was confident that her comments would be interesting.
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Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:00 pm | Date: 8/31/04 ‘
Type: D Telephone B Visit 0 Other O Incoming D Outgoing
Location of Visit: Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., Wakefield, Massachusetis
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
| Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Michael Raymond Resident City of Woburn
Donna Robbins Resident City of Wottnrn -
Linda Raymond Environmental Activist Aberjona River Study Coalition, Inc.
Kathy Barry Enviropmental Activist At'ber_;ona River Study Coalition, Inc.
John Ciriello Resident City of Woburn
Telephone No.: Various Street Address: Various
Fax No.:
E-Mail Address:

Preface: A group interview was conducted with three members of the local community
and two members of the Aberjona Study Coalition (ASC). The ASC represents six
communities (Woburn, Wilmington, Reading, Winchester, Medfard, and Arlington) with
an approximate population of 225,000,

The three local community members included Michael Raymond, Donna Robbins, and
John Ciriello. John Ciriello is also a Ward 6 Councilor, but participated in the interview
as a resident of Woburnp, not as an elected official. Donna Robbins is a past member
and co-founder of the environmental group FACE (For A Cleaner Environment). Linda
Raymond and Kathy Barry are members of ASC. Linda Raymond, wife of Michael
Raymond, is a resident of Woburn. Kathy Barry is a resident of the Town of Wilmington.

Prior to the interview, TRC and M&E engaged in an informal discussion of current status
and recent progress at the Welis G&H site. During this discussion, the interviewees
commented on a variety of site-related topics. Michael Raymond and others
commented about the plans for constructing an ice rink at the Aberjona Autoparts facility
on Salem Street. The interviewesas were curious about a letter issued by the
Environmental Protection Agency {(EPA) to the current owner of the Aberjona Autoparts
property (Bob Holland). Apparently, an attorney for the property owner represented
before a local Special Permit Meeting that he had a letter "with EPA’s blessing" to
proceed with the ice rink project. John Ciriello asked for a copy of the letter and
indicated that the attomey was reluctant to reveal the conditions in the letter and
I indicated that he was not sure if the letter was open to the public. The group indicated
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that they are interested in obtaining the letter so that the property owner’'s adherence to
the conditions can be monitored (perhaps as part of local permitting conditions). One
interviewee indicated that they have atiempted to get the letter from EPA. None of the
interviewees had obtained the letter as of the time of the interview,

The discussion lead to comments provided by ASC courtesy of their consultants
(Cambridge Environmental, Inc.} on the Aberjona River Study, Stephen Zemba and
Anne Marie Desmariais were mentioned as human health risk assessor, and Bonnie
Pctocki as the ecological risk assessors. The interviewees noted that for the most part,
they are focused on the Aberjona River Study, but they are interested in the work
conducted, and accomplished, at the other Operable Units (OUs).

5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY
1.A. What is your overall impression of the projact? (general sentiment)

Donna Robbins commenied that the whole idea of the project is good and she hopes
that there is a good autcome. She hopes that everything is out in the open.

Kathy Bairy of ASC noted that this is a formidable project. It affords EPA the
aopportunity to see what is in the aquifer. As long as EPA is objective, EPA can come up
with reasonable remedial options. Given the knowledge from the Aberjona River Study
and other study efforts, EPA should be able to give everyone a sense of comfort that
everything is being taken care of, such as flooding issues, etc, Ms. Barry would aiso like
to have the studies conducted by EPA north of Route 128 include the sites in
Wilmington, specifically the south Wilmington area. Not just the Olin site, but Raffi &
Swanson, Ritter Trucking, Whitney Barrel. Ms. Barry noted that N-nitrosodirnethylamine
(NDMA) was implicated in the Wilmington drinking water supply well closures, She
noted that the NDMA is forming in-situ. She also mentioned some analyses that were
performed that indicated contamination with a variety of organic chemical compounds.

Michael Raymond wants EPA to focus more on people than on the business
community. The 3500 page report [the Aberjona River Study] and the report findings
seemed to him to "side with business interests” because the remediation standards
were not as stringent as he felt they could have been. They hear they can go into the
cranberry bog or the wetlang, but just wear boots and gloves. But what about the pets
who run into the bog and wetland? What about what they track home? He noted that
these concerns were also articulated in the ASC comments on the Aberjona River
Study.

Linda Raymond thought that EPA should consider all aspects of the river study area.
EPA needs to involve the whole river. EPA needs to go all the way to the end of the
river. She noted the 225,000 residents that the ASC represents and stressed her desire
for EPA to do everything they can to remedy the river,

John Ciriello echoed Kathy Barry and Linda Raymond's remarks. Knowing the
boundaries of the river, they want the river study to go far enough north and include the
landfills, Olin Chemical, ete.

2.A. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?

Donna Robbins initially offered no response. However, as the group conversation
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proceeded, she called for the Woburn and Wilmington governments to work together
and get more involved with the contamination situations. She expressed
disappointment that people do not want to hear about the contamination unless their
lives have been touched by it. She referred to it as a "head in the sand altitude.”

Michael Raymond felt that the site has not gotten enough publicity. He expressed how
he and other he knows found cut more about the Source Areas and other aspects of the
site from Scott Bair of Ohio State University than they have from EPA. He felt that
people might want to know more about the successful aspects of the site or even the
moderately successful things.

Kathy Barry thought it would be impressive to see what has been done. She felt that
others would be interested, too. She felt that some additional Public Relations efforts
would be great. She acknowledged the city government's concern with stigma, but feels
it would be good to bring out the story of what has been accemplished. Focus on the
good things that have been achieved. She personally wants an objective assessment of
what has been accomplished.

Kathy Barry added that EPA should get the information on the achievements out to the
public to improve people's skepticism. She commented that people think that ASC is
trying to "bring things down", but she feels that ASC is trying to disseminate the
available information. She feels that the attitude of the general public can be turned
around by providing more information and making it more accessible.

John Cirielio felt that if you can explain that some things have gotten better (e.g., the
cleanup achieved to date at the Source Areas), then the outlook of people could
change.

The group acknowledged that when meetings are conducted, people do not attend. No
public officials for example were present at Scott Bair's presentation of the animated
modeling resuits, which they found extremely interesting. Subsequent conversation
centered an how to improve this situation and get more people interested. Later
responses to questions return to this topic.

3.A. Are you aware of any community concems regarding the site's operation
and administration? If S0, please give details.

Each interviewee answered, "no.”

4.A. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site (such as
emergsncy responses)? If so, please give details,

Donna Robbins was not aware of any emergency incidents. However, she expressed
disappointment with the dumping evident an City of Woburn property by Wells G&H,
She's seen a lot of dumping over the years that she has visited the site and feels the
City should be more responsible about preventing it and should make the area more
secure so as to prevent dumping. She noted the presence of treée stumps and debris
and stated that you cannot get near Well G due to the build up of material. There is also
dumping near Well H. She feels the continued dumping in the area reflects how much
the city really cares.

Donna Robbins further commented that she doesn't see much progress at the site and
feels the ice rink proposed for the Aberjona property should be put in a safer location.
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She commented that if Senator Kennedy and others had to visit the site in white suits,
then what about the kids? Her fear is that they will push the rink through without much
cleanup and she doesn't think it is right. She also fears that they will use water from the
Aberjona for the ice.

Michael Raymond noted that not one person stood up to complain about building the
fink on a contaminated site.

Donna Robbins told the story of an indifferent response by the City to a hazmat incident
at the 3M facility that she felt was indicative of the City's overall attitude towards
contamination issues,

Kathy Banry is afraid of a band-aid approach from the City to the site and contamination
ISSUes.

Donna Robbins felt that people are still going to be at risk. She does not feel anything is
going to get cleaned up enough to be safe. She feels that there is not enough policing
of North Woburn and Wilmington industries and their hazardous materials practices.
She noted that Mishawum Lake has been re-routed, etc., without much concam for
contamination. The City keeps letting things happen. They don't seriously care about
profecting natural resources. They are not concerned. She feels that they are
complacent. She feels the site has been "studied to death" and then nothing visible
happens. What good does it do? She does not see good results,

§.A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Each interviewee answered, "no." (See prior remarks for comments related to this
issue.) Member of the ASC felt that due to their involvement with the site that they are
more informed than the general public, which they feel is not well informed. They fes!
that the ASC is trying to educate the public and that they are a conduit for informaticn.
The want more information from EPA and others so they can address the perceived
need for information. They feel that they are between the "officials” and the public in
this role. The feel they are not perpetuating the negative aspects. They want to bring
out the positive information about the site, but at the same time not ignore the "apses.”
They do not have the funds to get to where they want to go with their organization. They
feel the Polentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) should "step up to the plate” to help
provide information.

They feel the studies use a lot of tax dollars that could be applied toward cleanup. They
mentioned their own out-of-pocket expenses to support their activities.

TRC/M&E noted to the interviewees that EPA does engage in ¢ost recovery from the
PRPs that defray some of EPA's costs. They were pleased that this is the case.

6.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the site’s management or operation?

The interviewees feit that this topic had been covered in prior responses.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY GROUPS

1.B. What concerns do you have about the site?
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John Cirielle expressed concern with not knowing what contamination is there and how
it interacts with other contamination that has been released (i.e., synergistic effects). He
expressed fear of the unknown and fear that the site will never be cleaned. He stated
that he would rather know that it couldrn't be cleaned than 1o be provided an unrealistic
expectation for success.

2,B. Are you aware of any other community concems regarding the site?
Provide details.

Linda Raymeond noted that ASC represents six community groups in Reading, Medford,
Winchester, Woburn, Wilmington, and Arlington (approximately 225,000 residents).

Michae! Raymond added that Winchester and Medford are concerned that the
flocdptain delineation is poorly written and the river contamination could still affect them
through flooding. He's heard stories of people wondering what MIT people are doing in
their neighborhood and being told that they are investigating Industri-Plex
contamination, when they thought they were outside the floodplain.

Kathy Barry has also heard concems that storm and flood flows could cause
contamination to impact peaple downstream.

Linda Raymond noted concern with the unlined Woburn landfill and the effects of this
source of contamination on the aquifer and watershed. She has heard of beryllium
contamination attributed 1o the landfill. She indicated that the construction manager for
the landfill said the contamination would still come out despite the actions taken to
address the landfill. She aiso mentioned that the Phase Il report for the Olin site
indicates that contamination is flowing into the East Ditch, which flows into the Halls
Brook Holding Area (HBHA).

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site helped the neighborhood andfor
community?

The interviewees answered "'no." Some commented that what you see when you drive
around the site is "the same old barbed wire." You see no real change. People do not
know what is really happening at the site in terms of treatment, etc. The group all
expressed interest in greater communication on progress. They suggested pulting the
information in the media rather than conducting meetings. The local residents do not
tend to attend informational meetings.

Michael Raymond noted the awareness of rumors of the development of the Grace
property. People are very interested in this development. Some question whether the
site is clean enough to be occupied again.

Linda Raymond mentioned ASC's website as facilitating the dissemination of
information regarding the site.

Donna Robbins thought that smalf amounts of information on site progress, etc.,
provided through the newspaper or local cable station might help inform the public
better. She thought the interviews on the cable television station might be another
means of getting people interested.
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One of the interviewees thought that "tickler” messages on the local cabie station would
help {e.g., "See update on cleanup progress at Wells GAH Website.")

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalism or trespassing at the site?
The interviewees noted the frequent instances of unauthorized dumping near the site.

Donna Robbins noted a picture taken some years back of a tanker truck abandoned in
the area of the site with a sign that read, "Do not drink the water.”

5.B. Are you aware of any other activities at the site that might be of importance
{e.¢., looding)?

Ms. Robbins commented about her concerns regarding how future building and
incremental encroachment will change the flow of water and impact/exacerbate flooding
leading to greater potential to spread contamination.

Some in the group discussed the discovery of arsenic contamination at the Winchester
high school ball field that was attributed to recent fipoding and deposition of arsenic
contamination from the Aberjona River. They felt that the Aberjona River Study should
address this type of contamination zli the way down the river,

6.8. Ara you aware of any changes in projected land use at or near the site?

The interviewees noted their awareness of changes in projected land use at or near the
site and felt the content of prior responses covered this topic.

7.B. Is there any sentiment from the community about the future use of
groundwater from the site?

The interviewees expressed strong feelings about the potential for re-opening the wells.
Some felt that if the welis were re-opened, it would “add insult to injury." Some
expressed that it is insulting to have it as a consideration.

As the discussion unfolded, some wondered what really is preventing the cleanup of the
water. Others raised the connections between destroyed lives and the weils. The
connection to the tragedy was mentioned as the crux of the aquifer re-use question.
One interviewee alluded to an emerging cancer situation that may be evolving in the
Town of Wilmington.

John Ciriello thought that the use of the Wells G&H water supply will have to be
considered down the road as water supplies run scarce. He thought that they should
not have to wait for feelings to die down and wondered what it would take to fix the
contamination problem.

Donna Robbins felt that the Wells G&H area is not a good place to start as a water
supply given the contamination and industrial land use in the area.

Others noted that Wells G&H, when operating, could pull in contamination from a wide
area. The area would have to be "clean” first before considering re-use of the aquifer.
Sources of contamination need to be identified and cleaned.

Kathy Barry noted that she doesn't feel confident that the water supply could be used at
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this time, and that any future use will require lots of public relations and confidence
building. She noted that Wilmington was forced to shut down their wells, but that there
is willingness to bring them back on line with a treatment system. Wilmington does not
want ta abandon the wells.

Linda Raymond wondered who sets the standard for clean.
8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the project?

The interviewees felt that someane needs 1o closely police the industrial activities all
through Wobum, Wilmington, etc. Some suggested annual inspections, but did not
express confidence in local officials to do this work. They felt a greater authority was
neeaded.

They expressed that EPA needs to use its goveming authority more strangly to establish
good practices. They are looking for more "stick” than "carrot.” They felf that focal
officials do not have sufficient incentive to accomplish this task. Contrary opinions were
expressed that felt that EPA would not perform a task like this anytime soon.

All agreed that EPA should expand their efforts to all who are accountable for
contamination in the area,

Some felt that companies in the area are not complying with the rules that are aiready
out there. If releases happen, they feel that they are not likely to be reported.

9.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?

The interviewees noted a petition letter citing objections to the propgsed New England
Transrail, LLC project in Wilmington and Wobum. They are concerned about spills that
could happen at this proposed transfer station that could affect the Aberjona watershed.
They cited environmental justice as a basis for objecting to the project, noting the
dispropertionate amount of Superfund Sites and other release sites in the area.

They asked, "Why clean the Wells G&H aquifer if you are going to invite this operation
in?" They felt that the Federal report prepared for the Transrail project has a "tough
luck” tone.

The Transrail facility opens the door to bring in all kinds of waste to the area. They are
concemed that residential areas are nearby. They understand that the project
proponents would entertain handling radicactive waste.

The interviewees felt that if the New England Transrail project goes through, that it could
catalyze other such developments. In their opinion, the region has "had enough,* They
felt that allowing this type of operation to proceed is contrary to what EPA is trying to
accomplish with cleanup in the area.

Others mentioned the acceplance of fiy ash at the Woburn landfill,

The interviewees noted in closing that because of money, greed, etc., industry is invited
in at the detriment of what EPA in trying to accomplish in terms of cleanup.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EFPA ID No.: MAD98G732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:15 pm | Date: 8/25/04
Type: D Telephone W Visit O Other OlIncoming O Ouigoing N/A
Loc¢ation of Visit: Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., Wakefield, MA
Contact Made By: I
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Gretchen P. Latowsky Environmental Activist For a Cleaner Environment
(FACE)
Telephone No.:
Fax No.:
E-mail Address;

Preface: Ms. Gretchen P. Latowsky was interviewed due to her long-standing
involvement with local environmental groups, particularly the Woburn organization For A
Cleaner Environment {FACE). Ms. Latowsky, a resident of the Town of Reading,
became involved due to the "Woburn Odor”, which was associated with a contractor's
excavation of buried hides on the Industri-Piex site in North Woburn. Prevailing winds
carried strong odors from the decaying hides to the Town of Reading.

Ms. Latowsky's direct involvement with FACE and Woburn environmental issues has
lessened in recent years, but she remains committed to environmentalism. An example
of her current involverment with environmental issues is her seat on the Massachusetts
Licensed Site Professional Board. Prior to the interview, TRC and MA&E engaged in an
informal discussion of current status and recent progress at the Wells G&H site. During
this discussion, Ms. Latowsky commented that she has not been involved in recent
developments at the Wells G&H site, but added that she reviewead some materials on
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Wells G&H web site to help prepare for the
interview.

The discussion lead to the status of the Southwest Properties Sites and historic aerial
photographs, referred to as "'EPIC’, that shows overlays of successive changes in Jand
use. She also noted her past involverment in a court case involving the PRPs for the
Olympia Site, who sought relief from Superfund liability. She commented on some of
the changes in land use, recollecting from the EPIC photos that a tannery facility may
have been located near the current Patriot flooring facitity. She noted that the EPIC
photos might be available from Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MADEP) personnel (Anna Mayor or Jay Naparstek). She also noted a series of 150
photographs taken along the Aberjona River in the 1920s by the Massachusetts
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife that depict outfalls and lagoons. She offered to
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provide the photographs for our use. I
5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY
1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Ms. Latowsky stated that it is nice to see the project progressing, although she finds that
fact that the project has taken 26 years 1o get this far to be shocking. She appreciates,
however, the [evel of technical atiention the project is now receiving and feels that ||
compares favorably to the work conducted by Ecology & Environment, Inc. (E&E) in the
1980s. She feels that the level of remediation accomplished has been minimal and
feels that is good that no one has used the water in the mean time.

2.A. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community ?

Ms. Latowsky felt that this was a difficult question for her to answer. She has not been
closely involved with the project lately and is not a Woburn resident. It has had little or
no effect on the Town of Reading where she lives,

3.A.  Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site's operation
and administration? If so, please give details.

Mr. Latowsky felt this question, too, was difficult for her to answer since she has not
been closely involved with the project lately and is not a Wobum resident. She does not
get the Weburmn paper and has not been deeply involved lately.

4.A. Are you aware of any events, Incidents, or activities at the site (such as
emergency responses)? M so, please give details.

See replies to Questions 2.A and 3.A.
5.A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Ms. Latewsky appreciated being updated during the preface to the interview. |t
refocused her interest in what is going on. She finds the site interesting and
commented that you cannot help but be interested in it.

6.A. Do you have any commaents, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the site's management or operation?

Ms, Latowsky felt that she cannot comment, positively or negatively, since she has not
be very involved recently.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY GROUPS
1.B. What concerns do you have about the site?

Me. Latowsky's primary concern is the amount of time it is taking o reach a remedy.
She recognizes that some of the 'legalistic’ aspects of Superfund have contributed to the
pace of the work. She is concemed about what is migrating down river and the impact
of the migrating contamination on the Mystic Lakes. She wonders if there will ever be a
cleanup. She is also concermed about the cover at Industri-Plex and how it has had no
affect on oxidation-reduction conditions in groundwater and the associated migration of
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arsenic and chromium in groundwater. She is interested in understanding what has
heen done to address arsenic and ¢chromium in groundwater at Industri-Plex because
the remedy that was implerented has no impact on this migration, She commented that
the mechanisms causing the migration were revealed after the Record of Decision
(ROD) and noted that EPA did not go back go re-open the ROD. She feels the legalistic
aspect of the Superfund process and the difficuities with negotiating with 29 PRPs
contributed to the failure to revisit this issue at the time. She recalls efforts to try to get
EPA to address the issue, but they did not work. She was disappointed with this
outcome at Industri-Plex.

2.B. Are you aware of any other community concerns regarding the site?
Provide details.

Ms. Latowsky answered, "no."

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site helped the neighborhood andior
community?

Ms. Latowsky noted that when she used to give talks, she would say that the only
actions that helped was the fencing of industri-Piex and the closing of Wells G&H,
although she was not impressed with the demaolition of the pump houses. With regard
to Industri-Plex, she commentied that the purpose of the cap (approximately $100,000)
was to prevent coptact, and for that purpose they did not need a $50 million dollar
remedy. After all that money, there still is not a remedy in place for groundwater at
industri-Plex. She also wonders if there are any other sources out there.

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalism or trespassing at the gite?

Ms. Latowsky answered, "no.” She recails some illegal dumping. She also recalled a
walk at the Industri-Plex property about 10 years after the discovery of the Industri-Plex
contarination where they encountered illegal dumped drums, which she reported to
MADEP.

5.B. Are you aware of any other activities at the site that might be of
importance (¢.9., flooding)?

Ms. Latowsky answered, "no." She commented again that her involvement with the site
has been less in recent years. She is concerned about talk of a new ice rink at the
Aberjona Autoparts property and wondered if it would be protective and whether the
autobody shop would remain. She recalled strong chemical odors from the autobody
shop in the past.

6.B. Are you aware of any changes in projectsd land use at or near the site?

Ms, Latowsky is only familiar with the talk of the new ice rink at Aberjona Autoparts.

7.B. ls there any sentiment from the community about the future use of
groundwater from the site?

Ms. Latowsky felt certain that the people in Woburn would not want to use that water as
long as anyone is around that remembers the events and the 29 cases of leukemia.
She recalled a presentation conducted by MAREP regarding welihead treatment that
was not well received. They received a very negative reaction from the residents.
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8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the project?

Ms. Latowsky is concerned about the en-going effects of contamination and the
migration of arsenic and chromium in the Aberjona River. She wants to see the
mechanism responsible for the continued migration of arsenic and chromium tc be
addressed. She mentioned that Hargld Hemond of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology (MIT) informed her that the mechanism of release could go on for a century.
She also asked whether soil samples were collected along the river as part of the
Aberjona River Study. [Dr. Silverman of M&E, who worked on the river study, informed
Ms. Latowsky that soil samples had been collected in the Aberjona River floodplain].

9.B. is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of
use?

Ms. Latowsky stated that she offered that information during the course of the interview.

However, she asked about the Olin site in Wilmington and would like to be more
informead about that site,
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| Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD920732168

Subject: Five Year Review Time: 10:30 am | Date: 8/03/04
Type: 0 Telephone W Visit O Other O Incoming O Outgoing N/A
Location of Visit: W.R. Grace Property, Wobum, MA
Contact Made By:

Name: Title: QOrganization:
Andrew H. Smyth Project Hydrogelogist TRC

Joanna M. Hall Vice President TRC

Diane Silverman Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy

Individuals Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Jonathan R. Bridge Assaciate/Sr, Hydrogeologist GeoTrans, Inc.
Maryellen C. Johns Senior Project Engineer Remedium Group
{A Subsidiary of Grace)

J. Bridge Street Address

Telephone No.: 508-376-1200 1532 Route 9, Suite 2

Fax No.: Ciifton Park, NY 12065

E-mail Address:

M. Johns Street Address

Telephone No.: 617-498-2668 1532 Route 9, Suite 2

Fax No.: Clifton Park, NY 12065

E-mail Address:
W 1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? {general sentiment)

Maryellen Johns - Remedium Group (A subsidiary of Grace), Jonathan Bridge -
GeoTrans
System is working fine - as anticipated.

2.A_ Is the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy performing?

Remedy is functioning as expected and is working fine

3.A. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?

Yes, in 5 years each well decreased for all COCs

4.A. Is there a continuous on-site O&M presance? If 50, please describe staff
and activities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and
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frequency of site inspections and activities.

Monthly water level measurement; monthly sampling of influent/effluent and mid point
between carbon canisters - flow totalizers are present for each recovery weil.

Weekly - Site Visit

Annual - Water level measurement and sampling of 12 monitoring wells and recovery
wells.

Alarm system sends message to Handex (the primary O&M company); data goes to
GeoTrans and is maintained by them.

5.A. Have there been any significant changes In the O&M requirements,
maintenance schedules, or sampling routes since start-up or in the last five
years? If so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy?
Please describe changes and impacts.

Change treatment from UV/peroxide {o carbon only (May 02 submitted Work Plan) also
changed frequency and number of weils; and use of diffusion bags instead of
groundwater sampling - separate approvals from EPA for these changes- no change
since then.

8.A. Have there been unexpected OZM difficulties or costs at the site since
start-up or in the last five years? If so0, please give details.

Reliability of pneumnatic pumps initially - hose connections - fixed later; UV system
unreliable and costly - bulbs failed; issues with bulb getting hot;, problems pumping
peroxide; system shut-down frequently.

7.A. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling sfforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

In 1997, Grace shut off 6 recovery welis (Recovery Well 1 thru 6) due to declining
concentration and flow. The shut off of the wells was approved by EPA;. Additional
monitoring was required after the shut off, then approval to stop the additional
monitoring was received from EPA. Wells are now filled with concrete.

Recovery Well 22 (presumed location of small solvent dumping near door}; groundwater
was 20 ppm . First 6 years cycled pumping, now constant and concentrations declining
to 300 ppb.

8.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the project?

No suggestions.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS

Groundwater Cleanup

i
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1.B. Are cartain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dropping? What explains these results?

Down to ppb concentrations in alf wells, RW-22 has highest levels (possibly due to
dumping of spent degreaser solvent by back door?).

2.8. Has the mix of contaminants changed in the monitoring or treatment
system? What accounts for these changes?

Not in 12 years; prior, were pulling in PCE (from east of site), vinyl chioride first few
years, now ND.

3.B. s there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you
checksd or verified?

Never seen DNAPL - don't check, Concentrations do not indicate the presence of
DNAPL,

4 B. Discusg how the treatment processes changed or have been adjusted over
time,

See above. Now using a carbon only treatment system previously pretreated with LIV/QOx
and hydrogen peroxide

5.B. How have pumping rates changad over time and why have they changed?
5 or 6 gpm; fluctuate with rainfall and soil conductivity in different areas.

6.B. What are your most recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the sita?

Never made estimates.

7.B. What changes do you antlicipate will be made In the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cleaned-up?

Mothing noted.

8.B. Do you expect cleanup to be achieved below regulatory prescribed levels or
do you envision that a constant/asymptotic level of contamination will remain
above numerical cleanup criterla?

No expectations

9.B. Are you considering pulsing the pumping operation in a different manner
than in the past? Has pulsing helped?

No changes being considered. Have shut down several welis in the past which had
resulted in changes in the amount of total pumping.
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Potential Local Contaminant/Hydraulic impacts/Effects

10.B. What upgradient sites are believed to be impacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
impacts?

Grace has discussed this many times with EPA. Consider that offsite PCE is entering
the site from the South due to the groundwater drawdown at the Grace site,

11.B. Are you noticing the impact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terms of
offsite pumping or other hydraulic impacts that may be impacting the local water
table?

Grace sees hydraulic effects from the Unifirst groundwater recovery system across the
road to the west.

12.B. How has the natural gradient changed and are seasonal gradients present
that vary from the average yearly gradient? Does the system function bost at low
water table or high water table or somewbhere in between?

Only do annual water level monitoring. No change in systemn due to water levels; batch
processing now. Water levels did affect the old system.

Nature and Extent

13.B. What is the integrity of the facility sewers? Is it possible that there are
continuing sources of release at the site from buried pipelines and tanks?

Sewers present; only smoke testing conducted of the sewers to determine the
discharge locations for different portions of the building. The smoke testing was
conducted many years ago. Currently storm drain are present; sanitary sewer
connection to buitdings; utilities from main building stormwater catch basins; no
underground tanks. The building are essentially unoccupied except for some gperations
and maintenance staff.

14.8. Is there any known surficial soil contamination remaining at the property?

Soil contamination likely present by RW-22, At this location workers likely disposed of
used solvents to the ground.

Reporting

15.B. What site investigation and remediation reports have been generated in
the past 5 years?

No reports ather than the monthly status and annual reports
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16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problems or errors that have been
made in the prior 5 years.

Historically, had problems maintaining the UV/Ox system and beavers had caused
flooding in the wetlands near the treatment system discharge pipe.

17.B. Have you conducted a regulatory compliance aodit (internal or external)
and is a report available describing any deficiencies identified?

No audits conducted at facility or of Handex.

18.B. Have there been any health and safety issues on-site?
No.

Land Use

19.B. Has site ownership changed?

No.

20.B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changas in the
foreseeable future? If so, please describe,

Not since 1995. The site was used as a warehouse prior to 1895. Currenily marketing
the property and there has been active interest by a restaurant. Woerking on rezoning the
property for commercial uses.

21.B. What is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutional
controls/deed restrictions in place?

Industrial zoning. No institutional controls/restrictions.

22.B. Are there new industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been
a change in chemicals used at the site?

Not recently. The facility is inactive except that some storage warehousing oceurs at the
site. No longer store hydrogen peroxide onsite since shutdown of the UV/Ox system.

23.B. What are the current uses of the property (indoor and outdoor
[landscaping])?

Currently warehouse and main building storage.

24.B. How frequently are authorized individuals present at the property
(daysiweek)?

Varies, about twice a week an employee of the facilities management company is
on-site for maintenance and checking alarms/fencing.

25.B. What are the planned future uges of the property (If differant from current
uses)?
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Grace is negotiating {ong-term lease for transition to a restaurant/park - preliminary.
Maryelien has talked to Joe LeMay about this.

26.B. Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) on the property?
Not since 1995.

27.8. Are there plans to use groundwater on-site in the future?

Not at this time,

Exposure Information

28.B. What measures have been taken to secure the site and the contaminated
areas (e.g., fencing, locks, etc.)? How successful have these measures been?

Fence installed in Spring 1992, however the fence does not completely enclose the site.
Near the Cummins Property there is a 300 foot gap in the fencing. The unfenced area
is mostly wetlands. Note that institutional controls were not part of the remedy.

29.B. Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? If yes, how
often and what type of activities do they engage in?

No evidence to their knowledge.
30.B. Have there been any events of vandalism at the property?
No vandalism.

31.B. Have there been any unusual or unexpected activities or events at the site
(e.g., flooding)?

Beaver dam construction, did not get flooded. Water level in the wetiand did increase,

32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community complaints {e.g., odor,
noise, heatth, etc.)?

No complaints.

Wrap-Up

33.B. Do you have any recommendations for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

Nong

34.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of
use?

G36 well was repltaced because a bailer got stuck inside.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168 |

Subject: Five Year Review Time; §:00 am | Date: 8/03/04

Type: O Telephone B Visit O Other O Incoming O Outgoing N/A

Location of Visit; Unifirst Property, Wobum, MA

I Contact Made By:

Name: Title: Organization:

Andrew H. Smyth, P.G,, LSP Project Hydrogeologist TRC

Joanna M. Hall Vice President TRC

Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy H
Individual Contacted: |

Name: Title: Organization:

Timothy M. Cosgrave Project Manager Harvard Project Services

(consultant to UniFirst)
Telephone No: 978-772-1105 Street Address:
Fax No: 249 Ayer Road, Suite 206

E-Mail Address: tcosgrave@harvardprojects.com Harvard, MA 01451-1132

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? {general sentiment) ﬂ
Tim Cosgrave , Harvard Project Services - Only maintains the onsite treatment system,
s0 he is not aware of other issues like pumping rates etc. Johnson Company would
have more information.

Systern is running; menitoring is occurring; system is capturing groundwater.

2 A. iIs the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy
perfarming?

Yes, it is doing what was expected, system functioning as designed.

3.A. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?

No dramatic decreases are occurring now, although there were earlier in the project.
Michael Maore with Johnsen Company has more of the big picture.

4.A. Is there a continuous on-site O&M presence? If so0, please describe staff
and activities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and
freguency of site inspections and activities.

Site visit by Tim Cosgrave once a week to physically check on status.

He dials in at least once a week additionally to check w/data logger.
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Systern automatically pages Tim Cosgrave when it goes down and he goes to check on
problem.

Compliance sampling on final discharge once a month, every other month collects
influent and uses data to prepare monthly reports.

April each year, samples 26 monitoring wells at the same time as Grace to prepare
annual report (submitted in November).

5.A. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements,
maintenance schedules, or sampling routes since start-up or in the last five
years? if so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy?
Pleass describe changes and impacts.

In October 2003, rewrote Q&M plan {(EPA approved), made changes for virgin carbon
system to replace peroxide (UV/Ox} - concentrations of the PCE not high enough (to
justify using UV/Ox). The carbon treatments system is expected to be less costly,
system was originally designed for 10,000 ppb; concentrations never above 3,000 ppb;
now at 500 ppb. UV/Ox system was expeansive due to power demands, Carbon system
is acceptable because no vinyl chioride present. Calibration of system ongoing.

6.A. Have there been unexpected O&M difiiculties or costs at the site since
start-up or in tha last five years? i so, please give details.

None recently but, Boston Edison power supply was up and down when using UV/Ox -
many power outages and he had to reset system often (system reset with difficulty).
New system resets easily. Pianning for a remote start-up of the new system.

2001 or 2002 spring rains clogged the muitimedia filter, but not many other problems
since changeover to carbon.

TCA tends to pass through system.

7.A. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved sefficiency.

Carbon is lasting as long as was calculated (approximateily 3 months). Not sure if cost
of filter is more or less; would have to speak with Johnson Company. Also, he is not
familiar with the pumping side.

TCA has no limit in ROD. it is detected at <Sppb in the effluent. Always use virgin
carbon, 1000 ta 1200 Ibs per tank with 3 tanks in series. May increase mass of carbon
in tanks so tanks last longer. Used carbon shipped offsite as non-hazardous,

8.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the project?

None but PRP would probabiy prefer less frequent sampling of site.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS

Groundwater Cleanup
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1.B. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dropping? What explains these results?

NA. Slowly decreasing trends overall;, no information on specific wells,

2.B. Has the mix of contaminants changed in the monitoring or treatment
system? What accounts for these changes?

He does not think 0.

3.B. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL s present? How have you
checked or verified?

He has not checked for DNAPL lately, but this site is known to be a DNAPL site.

4.8B. Discuss how the treatment processes changed or have been adjusted over
time,

See above change to all carbon.

5.B. How have pumping rates changed over time and why have they changed?
He cannot answer, Speak with Johnson Company. The goal is to maintain a
groundwater elevation of 15 feet above seg level. Pumping rates vary to meet this goal.
Currently having trouble maintaining the 15 feet elevalion because new pump msta!led
within the last 2 weeks has inadequate pumping capacity.

6.B. What are your most recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

He has never calaculated or projected an expected cleanup period. Speak with
Johnson Company.

7.B. What changes do you anticipate will be made in the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cleaned-up?

None for now, Because of the bedrock fractures it is difficult to isolate one portion of the
site. Speak with Johnson Company.

8.B. Do you expect cleanup to be achieved below regulatory prescribed levels or
do you envision that a constant/asymptotic level of contamination will remain
above numerical cleanup criteria?

Contamination levels have steadied and he was not sure if the concentrations would
drop over time. Speak with Johnson Company.

9.B. Are you considering pulsing the pumping operation in a different manner
than in the past? Has pulsing helped?

The system is not pulsed. Speak with Johnson Company.

Potential Local Contaminant/Hydraulic Impacts/Effects
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10.B. What upgradient sites are believed to be impacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
impacts?

Speak with Johnson Company. Noted that deep groundwater from the W.R. Grace site
should be impacting Unifirst since the Grace treatment system is a shatlow treatment
system and the Unifirst system is designed to assist in the collection of Grace's deep
plume.

11.B. Are you noticing the impact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terms of
offsite pumping or other hydraulic Impacts that may be impacting the local water
tahle?

He indicated that there did not appear to be any offzite impacts. Speak with Johnson
Company.

12.B. How has the natural gradient changed and are seasonal gradients present
that vary from the average yearly gradient? Does the system function best at low
water table or high water table or somewhere in between?

Haven't looked at seasonal groundwater levels since early nineties. Monitor levels ance
a year in April. The system appears to struggle when groundwater elevations are
highest {e.g., Spring). Recovery has decreased over the years. During spring rain
events the groundwater is much more turbid and that causes problems with the filter
systems.

Nature and Extent

13.B. What is the integrity of the facility sewers? Is it possible that there are
continuing sources of release at the site from buried pipelines and tanks?

He cannot answer. Speak with Johnson Company. But PCE was not used on-site (no
dry cleaning performed on-site}, PCE only stored in tanks to buffer the price.

14.B. s there any known surficial soil contamination remaining at the property?

Haven't looked at soil contamination. Site is mostly paved. Soil contamination is likely
deep and below the loading dock. The original contamination was assessed as being
from PCE unloading to the storage tank in the loading dock. The working theory is that
after the PCE was pumped to the tank that the filler hose was allowed to empty to the
ground in the dock area. The dock was drained 10 a dry well and that resulted in
releases 1o soil and groundwater. The dock area is now covered by a building and is
inaccessible. Once the groundwater is cleaned-up then soil can be remediated. if the
groundwater is not cleaned-up first then the soil could become recontaminated.

Reporting

15.B. What site investigation and remadiation reports have been generated in
the past 5 years?

Only the status and monitoring reports,

16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problems or errors that have been
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made in the prior § years.

No major problems but did originally have problems with obtaining a steady efectricity
supply and during spring rains extra time was requireg to maintain the system.

17.B. Have you conducted a regulatory compliance audit {internal or external)
and is a report available describing any deficiencies identified?

Unifirst corporate has conducted audits. No reports other than monthly status and
annual reports.

18.B. Have there been any health and safety issues on-site?
None of which he is aware.

Land Use

19.B. Has site ownership changed?

No {owned by Unifirst).

20.B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changes in the
foresecable future? if so, please describe.

Site has been and continues to be used for storage with minimal office space (on
average, 2 people on-site), No plans to change site use that he is aware of,

21.B. What Is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutional
controlsideed restrictions in place?

Mot sure.

22.B. Are there new Industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been
a change In chemicals used at the site?

Facility was used for storage not manufacture - PCE stored in a 5000 gallon tank -
transferred to other facilities for their use - likely cause of release. The treatment plant
still contains a half fuli tank of peroxide despite that the peroxide system is no longer
part of the treatment system.

23.8. What are the current uses of the property (indoor and outdoor
[landscaping])?

Storage and office space. Most of site is paved. Small number of unpaved areas are
periadically maintained by weed wacking.

24.8. How frequently are authorized indlviduals present at the property
(daysiweek)?

Daily, & or 6 days a week {storage facility open Monday - Saturday), one shift per day.
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25.B. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different from current
uses}?

Same use.

26.B. Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water} on the property?
No.

27.B. Are there plans to use groundwater on-site in the future?

No.

Exposure Information

28.B. What measures have been taken to secure the gite and the contaminated
areas {e.g., fencing, locks, etc.)? How successful have these msasures been?

The site is fully fenced. The gate is unlocked during normal business hours {(Monday -
Saturday). The gate is locked at night. However, several locks were missing from
monitoring wells.

26.B. Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? if yos, how
often and what type of activities do they engage in?

Trespassers have not been noted.
30.B. Have there been any events of vandalism at the property?
No vandalism has occurred. The treatment system is housed and secured.

31.B. Have thers been any unusual or unexpected activities or events at the site
(e.g., flooding)?

None

32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community complaints {e.g., odor,
noise, health, ete.)?

No community complaints,
Wrap-Up

33.B. Do you have any recommendations for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

No.

34.8. Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?

Page6 of 7



Page 7 of 7



INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name; Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA 1D No.: MAD980732168

"

Subject: Five Year Review Time: 10:00 am | Date: 8/18/04
Type: O Telephone B Visit O Other DO Incoming B Quigoing N/A
Location of Visit: Wildwood Property, Wobum, MA
I Contact Made By: H
I Name: Titde: Organization:
David M, Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Mike Plumb, PE Remedial Engineer TRC

Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcall & Eddy
Individual Contacted: |
Name: Title: Organization:
James R. Greacen Project Manager The RETEC Group
Peter Cox Project Geologist {Consultant to Beatrice)
Brenden Maye Treatment System Operator
Contact Information for J. Greacen
Telephone No.: 978-371-1422 x128 Street Address:
Fax No.: 978-369-9279 300 Baker Avenue, Suite 302
E-Mail address: jgreacen@thermoretec.com Concord, MA 01742

Preface: In this interview, James R. Greacen, Project Manager and Senior
Hydrogeologist with The RETEC Group (RETEC), was the representative for the
Wildwood Conservation Corporation (Wildwood) property. Also in attendance were
Pater Cox, Geologist with RETEC, and Brenden Maye, the treatment system operator
for RETEC. Mr. Cox and Mr. Maye periodically supported Mr. Greacen during the
interview by providing detailed information specific to their roles and responsibilities at
the Wildwood property.

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? {general sentiment)

Mr. Greacen stated that he felt things are rolling along. He noted that they are getting
good contaminant recovery from the treatment systermn and that he is happy with how the
treatment system is running.

2.A. Is the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy
performing?

Mr. Greacen stated that the remedy is functioning as expected.

3.A. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?
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Mr. Greacen stated that the data show contaminant levels are decreasing over time.

4 A_ Is there a continuous on-site O&M presence? If so, please describe staff
and actlvities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and
frequency of site inspections and activlities.

Messrs. Greacen, Cox and Maye described the on-site presence at the site. On
average, Mr. Maye is at the site 3 full days per week, but occasionally more freguently
as maintenance and sampling requirements demand. The remediation system is
equipped with a dial-out system that alerts the treatment systemn operator to
malfunctions, thus providing virtually continuous monitoring.

Staff activities at the site include process waste sampling, vapor sampling, grounds
keeping, as needed repairs/maintenance, data collection from sysiem instrumentation
or via field instrumentation, groundwater monitoring/sampling, and coordination of site
access.

5.A. Have there been any significant changes In the Q&M requirements,
maintenance schedules, or sampling routes since start-up or in the last five
years? If so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy?
Please describe changes and impacts.

Mr. Greacen reported that they implemented ane monitoring change with regard to the
vapor phase freatment system. in April 2001, they switched from Flame lonization
Detector (FID)/Photoionization Detector (PID) menitoring of the vapor stream to the use
of Draeger tubes backed up by FID/PID readings. The monitoring later evolved to vapor
collection with Tedlar bags followed by laboratory analysis by Method TO-14 at EPA's
request. RETEC continued to screen with a P1D. Over the past year, the Tedlar bag
sampling approach has been replaced by vapor collection with Summa canisters. PID
screening continues as well.

In addition, the air sparging sequence and duration has changed in an attemnpt to
improve system efficiency. RETEC performed an optimization study (presented in one
of the annual reporis) that described targeting sampling points with the highest
detections, which are locations that generally comreiated with the highest contaminant
recoveries. The high concentration areas are speculated to be associated with
presumed source areas, which in turn are associated with the highest araas of
groundwater contamination.

Also, the catalylic oxidation (Catox) unit used to treat vapor phase emissions was
replaced with an activated carbon treatment system in June 2000.

6.A. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since
start-up or in the last five years? Iif so, please give details.

Mr, Greacen answered, "no.”
T.A. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

See response to Question 5 for a discussion of air sparging optimization.
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Mr. Greacen noted RETEC's recommendation in last vear's annual report to reduce the
frequency of groundwater sampling.

Mr. Greacen also raised the issue of whether off-gas treatment is still required. If
allowed to eliminate off-gas treaiment, they would realize significant cost savings. Mr.
Greacen claimed that the off-gas levels are protective per the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection {MADEP) off-gas policy, which uses "SCREEN
3" to model off-gas emissions.

8.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the project?

None other than what was previously stated.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS

Groundwater Cleanup

1.B. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dropping? What explains these results?

Mr. Greacen stated that there is nothing puzzling that jumps out. There is some
variability, but there is an overall downward trend in contaminant concentrations. He
mentioned that they observed this varniability before system startup. In general, the wells
that originally had the highest concentrations continue to have the highest
concentrations. Overall, the concentrations in the wells tend to be similar.

2.B. Has the mix of contaminants changed in the monitoring or treatment
system? What accounts for these changes?

Mr. Greacen stated that there has been no change.

3.B. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you
checked or verified?

Mr. Greacen stated that they have no indication of NAPL being present based on
dissolved phase concentrations and a fong history of welt gauging. They have never
observed free-phase DNAPL. Mr. Cox mentioned DNAPL dye testing that was
performed at the site that did not demonstrate a separate liquid phase contaminant. Mr,
Greacen noted further that their major contaminant is trichloroethene (TCE).

4.B. Discuss how the treatment processes changed or have bheen adjusted over
time.

Mr. Greacen stated that the major change to the treatment process involves the switch
from a Catox to an activated carbon system for vapor phase treatment. The system was
shut down in February/March 2000 to replace the unit, and the system was back on-line
in June 2¢00.

5.B. How have pumping rates changed over time and why have they changed?

Mr. Greacen stated that pumping rates are generally consistent with the exception of a
bleckage incident in one of the lines during the last six months. Pumping rates for one
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well dropped frem 21 gallons per minute (gpm}) to 12 gpm. However, the pumping rates
have been restored since rectifying the problem. RETEC switched to a spare line
installed during system construction and swapped pumps to solve the problem.

6.B. What are your most recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

Mr. Greacen stated that he has not "done the math” recently to forecast the completion
of cleanup. He noted that he expects 10 reach an asymptole at some point. RETEC
has no knowledge of what volume/mass of contaminant got into the ground initially,
therefore it is difficult to forecast system performance based on a mass balance.

He noted that the system footprint covers the vast rmajority of contamination, and he
noted further that the system covers more than the known area of soil contamination.
He further described how any contaminated groundwater flowing at the site flows
through the area of the sparge points and thus receives treatment.

Nen-volatile soil contaminants were excavated prior to system instailation.

Mr. Greacen noted that there might be isolated locations where the Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) are exceeded outside of the system footprint to the south,

He provided some details about the system configuration:

. The groundwater extraction wells are in hedrock.
. One extraction weli produces 90-percent of the flow.
J The air sparging points are installed on top of bedrock,

He noted that even with the fractured bedrock setting, they are comfortable with the
capture being achieved. He stated that the system is "working as advertised.” He
mentioned that they performed modeling %0 help document their capture, but deferred
on the details of the modeling since he was not the groundwater modeler. He implied
that the flow rates and groundwater quality measurements they have collected
document capture. He stated that there are draw downs in the bedrock wells, but
conceded that there is not sufficient density of well installations to develop piezometric
surface contour plots.

He further described that overburden capture is accomplished through the air sparging
and soil vapor extraction system.

7.B. What changes do you anticipate will be made in the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cleaned-up?

Mr. Greacen suggested reducing the frequency of monitoring as the concentrations
decrease. He feels that the current frequency of monitoring is providing redundant
information.

8.8. Do you expect cleanup to be achieved below regulatory prescribed levels or
do you envision that a constant/asymptotic level of contamination will remain
above numerical cleanup criteria?
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Mr. Greacen stated that it is likely the latter {i.e., a constant/asymptotic ievel of
contamination will be achieved).

9.B. Are you considering pulsing the pumping operation in a different manner
than in the past? Has pulsing helped?

Mr. Greacen stated that they considered and implemented pulse operation of the sparge
points. They believe the pulsing has helped, but has not made a significant difference in

contaminant removal rates. They have, however, realized a significant savings in
electricity. He noted that their optimization study found that they got diminishing returns
when they operated the individual sparge points for more than 8 consecutive hours.

Potantial Local Contaminant/Hydraulic impactsiFflects

10.B. What upgradient sites are believed to be impacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
impacts?

Mr. Greacen identified the Industriplex site north of Route 128 as an ypgradient site with
the potential to impact site cleanup. He stated that he has not seen any data to say that
Industriplex is contributing to contamination of their site in any significant way.
Nonetheless, it makes him wonder what impact Industriplex has had, or could have, on
the Wildwood property.

11.B. Are you noticing the impact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terms of
offsite pumping or other hydraulic impacts that may be impacting the local water
tabla?

Mr. Greacen stated that beavers have had an impact on local hydrology due to dam
construction. Brenden Maye noted that there are beaver dams north and south of the
Wildwood property.

12.B. How has the natural gradient changed and are seasonai gradients present
that vary from the average yearly gradient? Does the system function bast at low
water table or high water table or somewhere in between?

Mr. Greacen stated that that have not seen any significant seasonal variability in the
natural gradient. The only change is that induced by the groundwater withdrawal of the
remedial system. He and Peter Cox described the apparent gradient changes they
observed when they monitored groundwater elevations when the sparging system was
operating. They now shut down the sparging system in advance of groundwater
elevation monitoring to obtain truer readings.

Nature and Extent

13.B. What is the integrity of the facility sewers? Is it possible that there are
continuwing sources of release at the site from buried pipelines and tanks?

Mr. Greacen stated the sewer lines serving the remedial system are intact. Brenden
Maye noted the annual monitoring (camera inspections) conducted by the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) on their sewer line, which crosses
the Wildwood property.
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With regard to buried pipelines and tanks, Mr. Greacen remarked that he could not
imagine such features not being detected in the investigations leading up to the
installation of the remedy.

Mr. Greacen acknowledged that the MWRA and City of Woburn sewer lines both run
through the treatment area. No distinction has been made during investigations
between soil and the sewer bedding. The action of the sparging system should treat
this medium.

14.B. Is there any known sutficial soil contamination remaining at the property?
Mr. Greacen answered, "no."

Reporting

15.8. What site investigation and remediation reports have bean gensrated in
the past 5 years?

Mr. Greacen answered that the only reports generated are the monthly, quarterly, and
annual operations and maintenance (O&M) monitoring reports.

16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problems or errors that have been
made in the prior 5 years.

Mr. Greacen answered that operations have been basically routine. Problems
encountered, which were discussed previously, include the pipe clog, the issues
regarding vapor phase monitoring, and the associated calculation of Destruction and
Removal Efficiency (DRE). He noted that their vapor phase levels have dropped so low
_that they had to adopt analytical procedures with lower and iower reporting limits so that
they could quantitatively caiculate DRE. RETEC worked with EPA and EPA's prior
oversight contractor (Tetra Tech/Foster Wheeler) to resolve this issue.

17.B. Have you conducted a regulatory compliance audit (Internal or external)
and is a report available describing any deficiencies identified?

Mr. Greacen replied that no formal auditing has been conducted.

18.B. Have there been any health and safety Issues on-site?

Mr. Greacen replied that there are no health and safety issues on-site.
Land Use

19.B. Has site ownership changed?

Mr. Greacen is not aware of any ownership changes in the last five years.

20.B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changes in the
foreseeable future? If so, please describe.

Mr. Greacen stated that occupancy has not changed and that it is not expected to
change in the foreseeable future.

21.B. What is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutional

Page 6 of 8



controlsideed restrictions in place?

Mr. Greacen does not know the Zoning designation of the property. He is alsc not
aware of any institutional controls/deed restrictions. He noted that the property is
fenced on three sides in accordance with an EPA order that predated the Record of
Decision (ROD).

22.B. Are there new industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been
a change in chemicals used at the gite?

Mr. Greacen replied that there are no new industrial processes occurring at the
Wildwood property or changes in the chemicals used.

231.B. What are the current uses of the property (indoor and outdoor
[landscaping])?

Mr. Greacen replied that the current use of the propenrty is site remediation,

24.B. How frequently are authorized indlviduals present at the property
(daysiweek)?

Mr. Maye, the treatment system operator, replied that he visits the site, on average, for 3
days per week for approximately 6 to 8 hours per day. During rounds of groundwater
sampling, he may be present at the site for a full week, but that this is included in the
overall average.

25.B. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different from current
uses)?

Mr. Greacen said that he is not aware of any future uses planned for the property that
are different from the current use.

26.B. Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) on the property?
Mr. Greacen answered, "no."

27.B. Are there plans to use groundwater on-gite in the future?

Mr. Greacen answered, "no."

Exposure Information

28.B. What measures have been taken to secure the site and the contaminated
areas (e.g., fencing, locks, etc.)? How successful have these measures been?

Mr. Greacen replied that the site is fenced on three sides (the fourth side is the river),
alarms and locks are installed on the treatment building, and the area of contamination
is capped. The gates to the property are locked when the site is unoccupied,

29.B. Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? If yes, how
often and what type of activities do they engage in?
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Mr. Greacen and Mr. Maye noted that they have expenienced three break-ins over the
last five years. Also, EPA’s contractor's trailer, which was formerly located behind the
treatment building, was broken into on one occasion.

Also, when the book and movie "A Civil Action” came out, they occasionally dealt with
unannounced visitors who were curious about the site.

30.B. Have there been any events of vandalism at the property?
Seea guestion 29.B.

31.B. Have there been any unusual or unexpected activities or events at the site
(e.9., flooding)?

Mr. Greacen stated that they experience periodic fiooding of the Aberjona River.

32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community complaints {e.y., odor,
noise, health, etc.)?

Mr. Greacen answered, "no."
Wrap-Up

33.B. Do you have any recommendations for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

Mr. Greacen referred to his prior comments about reducing the frequency of sampling
{see Question No. 7).

34.B. Is there any other informaticn that you wish to share that might be of use?
Mr. Greacen replied nothing further than what has already been discussed. H

e — e
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Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site

Subject: Five Year Review Time: 1:30 prn | Date: 8/03/04 ||
Type: O Telephone B Visit 0 Other O Incoming O Cutgoing N/A
Location of Visit: New England Plastics Site , Woburn, MA

Contact Made By: I
Name: Title: Organization:
Andrew H, Smyth, P.G., LSP Project Hydrogeologist TRC
Joanna M. Hall Vice President TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: . Organization:
Jeffrey A. Hamel Vice President Woodward & Curran (consultant
to New England Plastics)

Telephone No.: 978-557-8150 Street Address: 35 New England Business Center,
Fax Na.: 978-557-7948 Suite 180
E-Mail Address: jhamel@woodwardcurran.com Andover, MA 01819

1.A. What is your overall impression of the projeci? (generat sentimant)

Jeffrey Hamel - Woodard & Curran - Successful in that 85 |b of VOC removed (by SVE
system) between 2/98 and 3/2000; compliance source testing < 100ppb and air
sparge/SVE shut down; ROD soil cleanup criteria met; 4 wells with PCE and 1 well with
TCE now close to cleanup levels.

2.A. Is the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy
performing?

Soil remedy already completed, maonitoring groundwater levels to determine whether
they continue to decline

3.A. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?

Yes, groundwater levels are now below or just barely exceeding limits. Recently
completed another round of annual sampling should have data shortly.

4.A. Is there a continuous on-site O&M presence? If so, please describe staff
and activities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and
frequency of site inspections and activities.

No continuous site presence, treatment system no longer required.

5.A. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements,
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maintenance schedules, or sampling routes since start-up or in the last five
years? If so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy?
Please describe changes and impacts,

Now only 9 wells in plume area are sampled annually. Sampling of other wefls
discontinued in about 2001.

6.A. Have there been unexpected Q&M difficulties or costs at the site since
start-up or in the last five years? If so, please give details.

NA

7.A. Have there been opportunities to optimize OZM, or sampling efforts?
Please describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved
efficiency.

NA

8.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the project?

NA

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS

Groundwater Cleanup

1.B. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dropping? What explains these results?

Highest overburden concentrations at source area (well 101). Highest shallow bedrock
concentrations in downgradient well 106B.

2.B. Has the mix of contaminants changed in the monitoring or treatment
system? What accounts for these changes?

No change in mix of contaminants. NA for treatment

3.8. (s there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you
checked or verified?

Have not checked.

4.B. Discuss how the treatment processes changed or have been adjusted over
time.

Used to have a soil vapor recovery system now no longer operating (mothballed onsite)

5.B. How have pumping rates changed over time and why have they changed?

Mo groundwater recovery system
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6.B. What are your most recent projections for achieving cleanup overail orin
subportions of the site?

Hard to predict. Exceedances are in shallow groundwater.

7.8. What changes do you anticipate wil! be made in the operation of the
system as subportions of the site are cleaned-up?

NA, once groundwaler is below criteria monitoring may no longer be necessary

8.B. Do you expect cleanup to be achieved below regulatory prescribed levels
or do you envision that a constant/asymptotic level of contamination will remain
above numerical cleanup criteria?

Expect that groundwater will eventually meet cleanup standard, very close now

9.B. Are you considering pulsing the pumping operation in a different manner
than in the past? Has pulsing helped?

NA

P Contaminant/Hydraulic impacts/Effects

10.B. What upgradient sites are belleved to be impacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
impacts?

None

11.B. Are you noticing the impact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terms of
offsite pumping or other hydraulic impacts that may be impacting the local water
table?

No

12.B. How has the natural gradient changed and are seasonal gradients present
that vary from the average yearly gradient? Does the system function best at low
water table or high water table or somewhere in between?

NEP only monitors water levels once a year.

Nature and Extent

13.B. What Is the integrity of the facility seweras? Iz it possible that there are
continuing sources of release at the site from buried pipelines and tanks?

Not sure, will double check with NEP.
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14.B. is there any known surficial soll contamination remaining at the property?

No. Source area is paved and soil vapor system removed contamination to balow
cleanup levels.

Reporting

15.B. What site investigation and remediation reports have been generated in the
past 5 years?

Qnly the monthly status and annual monitoring reports

16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problems or errors that have been made
in the prior 5 years,

Mone

17.B. Have you conducted a regulatory compliance audit {intemal or external)
and Is a repost available describing any deficiencies identified?

No. EPA has not conducted split sampling for two years,

18.8. Have there been any health and safety issues on.site?
Not that he knows of,

Land Use

19.B. Has site ownership changed?

No.

2(,B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changes in the
foreseeable future? If so, please describe. ||

Not sure, would have to check with NEP.

21.B. What Is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutional
controls/deed restrictions in place?

Industrial? Not sure, would have to check with NEP.
22.B. Are there new industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been a
change in chemicals used at the slte?

No. Making plastic bowling ball returns, General use as storage and plastic
manufacturing.

23.B. What are the current uses of the property {(indoor and outdoor
llandscaping])?
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Plastic manufacturing and molding, office space, storage. A residence is located
immediately downgradient of the site (downgradient of well 106B).

24.B. How frequently are authorizred individuals present at the property
{days/week)?

Workers are present for approximately 8 hours/day, 5 daysiweek.

25.B. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different from current
uses)?

Same
26.B. Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) on the property?
No.

27.B. Are there plans to use groundwater on-site in the futura?

No.
Exposure Information

28.B. What measures have been taken to secure the site and the contaminated
areas {e.g., fencing, locks, etc.}? How successful have these measures been?

No property line fence. Drivable areas are gated. The site is primarily paved,
Non-paved areas are maintained,

28.B, Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? if yes, how
often and what type of activities do they engage in?

Not that he is aware of.
30.B. Have there been any events of vandalism at the property?

Not that he is aware of.

31.8B. Have there been any unusual or unexpected activities or events at the site
{e.g., flooding)?

Not that he is aware of.

32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community complaints {e.g., odor,
noise, health, etc.)?

Not that he is aware of.

Wrap-Up J
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33.B. Do you have any recommendations for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

No

34.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?
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-
INTERVIEW RECORD
. _——
Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA 1D No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 9:00 am | Date: 8/16/04
Type: B Telephone O Visit O Qther OlIncoming W Outgoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalfl & Eddy ll
Individual Contacted: |
Name: Title: Organization:
Jeffrey T. Lawson Principal Env, Project Control, Inc.
{consultant 1o Beatrice-UniFirst-
Grace for Central Area (QU-2))
Telephone No.; 978-692-8400 Street Address:
Fax No.: ¥78-692-8458 239 Littleton Road, Suite 4A
E-Mail Address: jlawson@projectcontrol.com Westford, MA 01886 {

Preface; In this interview, Jeffrey Lawson ¢commented based on his role as a
representative of W.R. Grace, Unifirst, and Beatrice regarding Central Area/Operable
Unit-2 (OU-2). He also is under contract to Unifirst regarding Source Area/Operable
Unit-1 {OU-1) compliance; however, Timothy Cosgrave of Harvard Project Services was
previously interviewed regarding Unifirst and QU-1. Therefore, all questions were
answered from the perspective of OU-2, unless clearly indicated otherwise.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Lawson commented that his impression is influenced by his sense of "what's next?”
He views the project as dormant, but not done. Field work for OU-2 was completed in
1993, The Phase 1A report was submitted in 1994; they are waiting for EPA comments
on that report. Work on OU-2 was suspended in spring of 1995.

2.A. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community

Mr. Lawson noted that for the person on the street, there is no discernable effect. There
is no hint of what's going on in the Central Area per se. Certain individuals such as Paul
Medeiros [a Woburn selectmen] and members of the YWoburm Redevelopment Authority
(WRA) are aware, The WRA has a grant from EPA {0 explore properfy reuse. Ata
local government administration level people pay attention to the Central Arga (OU-2),
but since the Aberjona River Study came out, there has been diminished curiosity in the
Central Area (QU-2). People's focus has shifted to the Aberjona River Study and the
concern with metals rather than OU-2 ¢ontaminants (e.g., ¢chlorinated VOCs). People at
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the level of government are aware of the long-term operations at the source areas, tco,
but it's an "out of site, qut of mind" phenomenon.

3.A. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its
operation and administration? I so, please give details.

Mr. Lawson commented that he is in direct contact with certain members of the
community since he sits on the WRA's Advisory Board for Land Use Study on behalf of
Beatrice, Unifirst and Grace. Consequently, he is in contact with Mr. Pierce and Paul
Medeiros. He indicated that people are not really concerned with the Central Area
{OU-2). They are lately focused on the Aberjona River Study because it is fresh and
new.

4.A. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as
vandalism, trespassing, or emergency responsas from local authorities: If so,
please give details.

Mr. Lawson is not aware of any emergency responses or vandalism. Anecdotally, he
noted that others have commented about the paint ball site off Salem Street, near well
G. He's heard that the paint ball situation is no longer a problem. Grace and Unifirst
long term manitoring wells have not been vandalized.

5.A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

His impression is that the Central Area is not on the front burner for EPA. He noted that
the Potentially Responsibie Party (PRP) lawyers have contacted the EPA lawyer
{Gretchen Muench) on Central Area (QU-2) matters and have found her forthcoming.
Mr, Lawson noted that Joseph LeMay, the EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM), is
also farthcoming with regard to the Central Area (OU-2) when asked. Both the EPA
RPM and EPA lawyer are responsive and available, He is left with the impression that
there are more pressing things at hand at EPA.

6.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding
the site’'s management or op#aration?

Mr. Lawson stated that he had no suggestions. Mr. Lawson noted that Joseph LeMay
and Gretchen Muench of EPA are communicative and judged the communication to be
good. He noted that the delay in activities on the Central Area (OU-2} has been long;
but that he has been made aware of EPA's renewed attention to the Central Area
(QU-2) and appreciated recent communication from EPA in that regard.

PERFORMANCE, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROBLEMS

1.B. Is the remedy functioning at expected? How wells is the remedy
performing?

Mr. Lawson noted that since we are not at the remedy stage for the Central Area
(OU-2), there is nothing to report. The PRPs are in mid-process and awaiting further
comment/direction from EPA.

From the perspective of the Central Area (OU-2), he felt the Source Area (QU-1)
systems have stopped off-site migration at Unifirst and Grace. Mr. Lawson noted how
the Grace and Unifirst systems work in concert, with the Unifirst system capturing
bedrock contamination migrating from Grace, and the Grace system handling
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overburden and shallow bedrock contamination on the Grace Property. Consequently,
two large known sources of contamination have been cutoff.

2.B. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?

Mr. Lawson stated that long term monitoring has shown degreasing concentrations with
time. For detailed information, Mr. Lawson suggested contacting Michael Moore of the
Johnson Company or Jack Guswa at GeoTrans. He noted how Unifirst's inlet
concentrations have decreased over time and that the system is behaving as expected
at a Dense Non-Aquecus Phase Liguid (DNAPL) site. He noted that Grace has shut
down some of their extraction wells due o groundwater quality improvements.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS
Grou ater Cleanu

1.C. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dropping? What explains these resuits?

Mr. Lawson noted that there are wells that continue to have high concentrations, but felt
that this is not unexpected. The presence of DNAPL and multiple off-property scurce
areas not associated with the site “confounds things.” Itis not a system design issue.
The persistent high concentrations are attributable to other sources and DNAPL. The
systems are operating as expected.

2.C. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you
checked or verified?

Mr. Lawson stated that Unifirst is clearly a DNAPL site. Mr. Lawson noted that he
personally pulled a bailer full of DNAPL from well UC-B at the Unifirst site. He
commented further that Grace and Wildwood have classic signatures of separate phase
material in groundwater. For mare in depth analysis, he would defer to the technical
exparts. He noted that Unifirst is the only site where genuine free-phase DNAPL was
observed.

3.C. What are your most recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

Mr. Lawson noted that it is fair to say that all the companies involved see this as a

multi-decade process to achieve the cleanup goals, Mr, Lawson added that they have
one decade's worth of data supporting this conclusion.

4.C. What changes do you anticipate will be made in the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cleaned-up?

Mr. Lawson stated that with regard to the Central Area (OU-2), we are not at the remedy
stage.

With regard to the Source Areas (OU-1), Mr. Lawson anticipates that better/more cost
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effective systems or tweaks will be implemented in response to changes. Pumping
rates might be varied, and perhaps reduced, if capture was still sufficient to save energy
costs and carbon usage. In general, he anticipates subtie changes. He commented
that RETEC's system is more complicated, but that refinements and tweaks may be
warranted over time.

5.C. Do you expect cleanup to be achieved below regulatory prescribed levels or
do you envision that a constant/asymptotic level of contamination will remain
above numerical cleanup criteria?

In Mr, Lawson's opinion, he expects that we will se¢ asymptotic leveling and would
expect rebound if systems were shut off, due to NAPL. He noted that other sources on
other properties will affect the Central Area cleanup. He also noted the potential impact
of the Aberjona River sediments on the Central Area in such a widely impacted
watarshed and asked if it is really practical to clean up Aberjona River sediments.

Potential Local Contaminan draulic Impacts/Effects

6.C. What upgradient sites are believed to be Impacting site cleanup and to what [
degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with impacts?

Mr. Lawson noted that upgradient per se is not an issue. He commented that the
Central Area is cross and downgradient of other sources, and that there are other
sources upgradient of Qlympia. The Central Area is complicated because other sources
are impacting it. I

7.C. Are you noticing the impact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terms of
offsite pumping or other hydraulic impacts that may be impacting the local water
table?

Mr. Lawson answered, “No, nothing off-site.” He noted that New England Plastics

(NEF) had wells for process water. They ¢couid have induced flow in the past, but he
recalled some mid-1980s fieldwork that demonstrated that this did not oceur. He does H
not know of anything perturbing groundwater,

Nature and Extent

8.C. What is the integrity of facility/llocal/municipal sewers? s it possible that
there are continuing sources of release at the site from buried pipelines and
tanks?

Mr. Lawson noted that the big trunk sewer by the railroad tracks traditionally overflowed.
However, over the last 10 years we as not heard of any issues in this regard. He noted
that the Romicon faciiity in East Cummings Park had corroded sewer pipes and they
were chiorinated solvent users. They could have introduced contarminants. Romicon is
no longer located in East Cummings Park and he thinks the sewers have been fixed.
He noted that Grace and Unifirst have submitted information in this regard to EPA.

9.C, Is there any known surficial soil contamination remaining at the property?

Mr. Lawson is not aware of any surficial soil contamination in the Central Area, but he
noted that the Central Area RI focused on groundwater. He noted the occurrence of a
small patch of petroleum contamination on a city parcel back when Barbara Newman
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(EPA) was involved. He noted that it was not considered a concern. He recalled that it
was an exiremely minor issue that may have been documented in an Ecology &
Environment, Inc. (E&E) report or later supplemental or interim Remedial Investigation
{RI) reports.

Reporting

10.C. Provide a summary of the types of problems or errors that have been
made in the prior 5 years.

Mr. Lawson answered, "none.” He is waiting for EPA's next move. There have been no
activities to criticize.

Land Use

11.C. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different from current
uses)?

With regard to the Central Area, Mr. Lawson doas not see any significant changes. He
noted that the WRA Advisory Committee has entertained passive uses, soccer fields,
etc., on properties in the Central Area near the wetland, although recently they are
leaning more towards passive uses (e.g., viewing stands on the natural elevation near
well H). He recommended speaking with Don Borchelt of the WRA for further
informatian.

12.C. Is groundwater currently used {(e.q., as process water) in the Central Area?

Mr. Lawson is not aware of any process water withdrawals. He is only aware of the
Source Area (QU-1) groundwater withdrawals at Grace, Unifirst and Wildwood.

13.C. Are there plans to use groundwater in the future?

Mr. Lawson is not aware of any plans to use groundwater in the future. He noted that
individuals with the WRA, Paul Medeiros, and an individual on the Woburn Conservation
Commission feel that groundwater from the Central Area (QU-2) will not be used in the
future, The public perception and stigma regarding use of the water is too big to tackle.

Exposure Information

14.C. Has the site been the subject of any community complaints (e.g., odor,
noise, health, etc.}?

Mr. Lawson is not aware of any complaints. He noted that there is no remedy in place in
the Central Area (OL)-2) to complain about. The Source Area (OU-1) systems are not
visible and do not generate odors, so they do not attract the attention of the general
public. The only complaint he is aware of is the paint ball complaint,

Wrap-

15.C. Do you have any recommendations for reducing or increasing activities at
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the site? H

Mr. Lawson answered “No, other than returning the Grace site to commercial use.” The
commercial area at UniFirst is fully utilized.

16.C, Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?

Mr. Lawson answered, “No.” The Central Area (OU-2) is a complicated site. He feels
that EPA is in a quandary and he has no other information to share. Everything appears

to be staying the same. 'ﬂ
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TAmE 1
EXPOSURE POINT CONGCENTRATION SUMMARY

REASONARLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS GAH SUPERFUND S3ITE
Scanans Timsframe: Fun
Mudiare 5ol
Expoturs Meshum: Jndoor A
Nasimum
Exposirs Point Chamicel of unte | Arthmenc | ow ucL e qonune Poil &
Potsntial Concam Mesp | {Diirintion) |  (Quamian Vakas Unis il Ranonas
) B @ [
WR Grace Bukiing
1.1.9- Tk hloroetrars A Ty A A HAED wim*
imna-1,.2-Otchioresthene ik WA NA A 1 3E+00 ught’
Teachiorosthens A NA NA A 185401 um?
Trsharaethers A WA WA A 5.0E 408 uyim!
Lnifire Bukirg
1.0, W Trichiorosinime: A A LT WA 14407 ughn?
rane-1,2-Dichiomuthana NA wa NA WA 9.3E400 wn”
Tetmchnmattans WA [Ty WA A 1EE0 uger®
Trichiorosthers WA WA A NA 4.1E+01 i’

%) Rufwr to Wnd for snmpls greugings for ench Japokule point.

2} T - Trarsfurmed: N - Hormat: NP - Non-parametric; £ - aample size 100 amad fo calcuiate 95% UCL

{3) Stabstics: MaximomDiscind Vil (W) D% UCL of Trsnaformed Dats (35% UGL - T); 5% UCL of Narmad Dubs (95% UCL - MY; RS% UCL of Mon-pammeine: Dats (35% UGL - NF);
Arkheraic Maan (Maan)

() Rtiongls.
{4) O 0 Jroial sampl albs (<4), the i,
) Whan thir frido iretiar in saCind e the RAE ERC, By e o a #9) aa tha CT EPC,
) How megn s of the datect e ey s umad & n CT EPC.
(dy Shapira-WEK ¥ Test of Lilaiors Tesl hilcales Sate are mrmaly Sertulin,
{») Shapsm-WIk W Test o Lileforn Tedl indcibes daia s ng-nonmudy dialibuted.
(1) Steigiro- W W Taxt or Lieiore Tast SVICAAT tein ure nedber By ¥ (o ¥ 'l
{0 9% LCL [ ] Trvwh Arailon ad for EAC
J = Extimated Cancanralion EPC = Eqxisure Point Conoltiikin
M = bigiorum Detacted Concerraicn RME = L P
WA & Nok Applcable CT » Cantrat Tendanty
UGL = Uippar Confdence Lmi
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TABLE 2

VALUES USEQ FOR DALY INTAKE CALCULATIONS

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS GAH SLPERFLUING SITE
canwic Timeframs. Fulum
edium: Ar
s adium: indcar Ak
Exposure Rouls | Recep Exposurs Pt | P P Definis Value Uniia Rulkonale/ intke Equmtion’
Cods Raferarcs Modsl Nams
Phaeson AT Commercial Bubdings| A  [Modsled ORI 1 Ak ot Ta0l 1 wgim® sesTabm 1 Chionkc Daily itake {CDD (ugm®) =
ET  [Exposus Time 3 hrakdmy USEPA, 19978 _CAXETXEF xED
EF  |Expanure Frequency 250 daysiyear USEFA, 2004 CF xaY
ED Expasure Duniscn FL3 Fa L] USEPA, 2004
ATC  |Averaging Tame [Cancwr} 25550 aays ISEPA, 1889
ATN  |Avwmging Time [Non-Cancer) 9125 dwys LISEPA, 1089
CF {Canwarsicn Feckor 24 hraitmy -
R0 Pogr 1971

i ke [Tt ARME Au-Futars)




TABLE 3
NON-CANGER TOXICITY DATA — INHALATION

WELLS G&H SUPERFLIND SITE
Chanmical Chronict Inhalagion RIC Exirapoisiad RD™ Primary Combinad RIC : Target Organis)
of Polertial Subchronic Twget UnoertaintyMadiying
Cancam Vaive Unity Vel Unite Grganis) Factara Sourca(s) Davo(n)
(MMWDD/YYYY)
-1,2-Dichiorostnens|  Chvenic 8.00E+01 wpim® N WA Liver/Lung 3000 NCEA B172004
wrachiomethens Crvonic 270E+02 | wgm’ NA WA CNS 100 ATSOR ¥1/2004
karoeihecs Chwonic. 4.00E+01 ugm? NA NA CHSLiver 3000 NGEA 21/2004
4,1,9-Trichiorosiene Chronic 2.206+03 ugm? NA WA Reapislory 3000 RIS 72004

IRIS = kndwgrated Risk informehon Syatem
MCEA = Nationml Canter for Erviranmunial Assassmant
ATSDR = Agancy for Taxc Substances and Disaase Ragistry

MA = Not Applicable

Pagh 1061
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TABLE 4

CANCER TOXICITY DATA = IWHALATION

WELLS O8H SUPERFUND SITE
Chomical Uik Rink Inhaiation Cancer Slope Facior | Wsighl of Evidenca’ Unil Risk : inhalation C3F
of Poteniial Cawanr Guideline
Concem Vake Uiy Vam Unia Dascription Souces) Datols)
() (MDY YYY)
Tu-i.im NIA WA WA WA o [;TH] 12004
sirachionosttene 5.90E-08 (ugtm® NA WA B2 CalEPA aHM2004
richiorosthers 1.10E-D4 {ugim®) N/A A cez NCEA, 9172004
1,4.1-Trchamathars WA NA NiA NA c IRES W1/2004
RIS a indograted Rizk nformaton System EPA Group:
NCEA = Hations] Canler for Environmeantal Assessment A - Human carcinogen

CalEPA = Caliornia Etwironmental Protection Agency

WA = Not Appicable

{1} An sitemabva ichalation foxicly valos from CalEPA
{2€-08 up/m”)'] haes bean usad b provide & range of
poasible mhx syynciind with Sxpoaurs

trchivroathens.

B1 - Probable hurnan catinogen - indcates that imied human cele an snilabie

B2 - Probuble human carcinogen - Ndicaiss sulicient evidence in arimels and
Indeduate of ro SviCeCs in humens

C - Possibie human carcineg

D - Mot ciawifiable o 4 tumen carcinogen (By th ol route)

E - Evidence of noncarcinagenicity

Pageioiy
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TARBLE B
CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REATOHABLE MAIMUM EXFOBURE

WELLA Gan SUPEAFUND SITE
o Timairama: Fulurs
Populsten:. Commercial Yorker
A Adt
Mot Expeauns Msdium Expovars Pt Cuponn Raide Chvarrical 1 EPC Canuer isk Cakeuntions || Hon-anon Bazwd C
Patsrtil Concam |y [Er L [] th COF it Rink Canver Rk [ Intstatixpanurs Conoentraten RIAC Hazwd Quotient
Walk Unim Ve Unia Vinkus Unts [T [
[ Indoar Al W Grace Bullding Inhsintan
1,01-Tricioworthane |  1E+01 ugm® 2IE-M ugimd Na, A WA FAEv upmd 22E+03 ugma 1.2E-03
trane-1.2-0 150 | v (21.¥ 11 ugmd NIA Wb NA 21.0E.01 ugimd anEd vpmd 20003
(T T ——— 0 worm® 19K+D0 upmd 1.0E-09 (wpimy) A.JE-08 A1E+DR ugp'md L1TE+D2 up'm 1.56-03
Trichlaravihens e | o LAEM upmy 1LIE-M wgimy) Y| 4BE0s 1B+ ugim3 4 0E+01 ugim3 20602
Exg. Rauts Towl SE-08 5E-02
——r—
Exposune Point Towl 208 SE-4Y
Ui Budiding Inhaition
1,1.1-Thicroathans | tE+IZ ugm? 118481 ugfm3 A A A 3IEW1 wymd 22E+03 upim} 14602
rmna-i 2-Dichiomuinen]  1E+01 upm" TRE-H1 ugim [ W N 2.2E%00 ugimd (7 2] ugimz 38602
Toymplorsstiana | 2Evi3 ug'm? 13€+02 wnm S9ESd jupmy 1| TSEM JBE+2 ugim3 2.TEH vpmy 13E+80
T qEvn ughm® 23IE upm 11808 pmd 7| ATES SAEHD upml LOE+0Y Uy LIE0
¥xp. Aoue Total 1E-03 AL+
Expowiss FaiX ToiM_ JE® 2E+90
[ WA [
Wactium Toub WA WA
Tolal af Mucepior Minks Acrous Al Mada [ Total of Aucapier Mazards Adrsas A Wedia WA

WR Gracy Bulkdng Cancer FUBK wih GUEPA unk dak b TCE[_ 9600
Linilini Bullding fiancer mﬂlwﬁuﬂﬂ‘m

WA Poge 1 611 tubies xu [Tuble 7.14.RME-WRes]



TABLE 6. EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
REASCONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OL-1

Unifiesi
Maximum [ndoor Air Evaluate via
Detcotion (ug't) | Seresning Value (ug/L) Modeling?
1,1-Dichlorocthane 2 220 No
-Butanone o4 44000 No
53 220 No
is-1.2-Dichloroethene 450 21 Yes
ethylene chloride 3 58 Na
[Tetrachlorpethene 150 5 Yes
[Toluene 33 150 Mo
[Trichlorocthene 36 3 Yes
W.R. Grace
IDetecied Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Analyie Devection (ugL) | Sorecning Value (ug/L)' Modcliog?
1,1-Dichloroethene 22 1o No
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 740 21 Yes
[Tetrachtorosthene N 5 Yes
[Trichlorcethene kil 5 ¥es
[Winyl chloride 16.8 2 Yes
NEP
E::cu:d Mazimum Indoor Air Evaiuate via
vie Detestion (ug/L) | _ Scrceniog Value (ug/L}' Modeling?
is-1.2-Dichlocoethene & n Ha
etrachloroctbene 17 5 Yes
Wildwood
red Maximum Indoar Air Evaluate via
Detection (ugL) | Screening Vatue (ug/L)! Modling?
1,1,1-Trichioroethane 130 3G No
1.1-Dichloroethane 3 220 No
hloroform & S0 No
ctrachlorpethene 20 5 Yes
richloroethene 3600 3 Yes
nyl chioride 15 2 Yts
Hympia
ted Maximitim Indoor Air Evaluate via
Iyt Detection (up'L) | Screening Value (ug'L) Modeling?
ichlorodifluoromethane 6 1.4 Yes
1.2-Dichlorobenzene 3 250 No
-Methyl-2-pentanone t 1400 No
cetone 4 22000 No
arbon disullide 2 56 No
hloroform & ] No
15-1,2-Drichlorocthene 1500 21 Yes
thylbenzene 25 700 No
Teon 113 413 150 Yes
thyl tert-butyl ether 1 12000 No
ethylzne chioride 2 58 Nn
etrachlorocthene 410 5 Yes
oluene 1 150 No
rans-1,2.Dichloroethenc 9 k] No
richloroeihene 12000 5 Yes
iyl chloride 198 2 Yes
ylenes (total) 160 2200 Na

|. Non-carcinogenic analyte screening values adjusted to a hazard index of 0.1
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TABLE Y
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
Henry's Law  Heory's Law Normal  Emhalpy of Enthalpy of Hequy's Law
GW GwW Constant Refremie Boiling vaporizetion  Critical veporization  Gas Congtant Gos Henry's Law
GW EPC Temp, Tewrp. st rof wemp. Temp. Fain) nTy Temp. comtamt ®T, Contam &7 Comatant Congtant
T Tg Ty Hy Ta Ta 4&H,p Tc o &Remy R, Hex R Hp
Units:  ppL c K stin-mVad K K salimal K unidess  colimol  calimob-K st-mYmol mi-wmmolK  pnitless
Formuls:  [apwl {10 forpcremning) CTe+ 27015}  lockwp  (lookug277 15)  lockup lockng lookup  {Nose7]  {(Now k) (Mo 9 Hry/(R* Ty

Analyte
is-1,2-Dichlomathens 435402 1.00E+D1 23IB401  A07R-03 2948+12 3MEH  TI5B+03  SMEH)? 33ME01  TTIEH3 1 MEH0  4.07B03 L21EGS L7SEAN
[Tetrachlcrosthane LAE+02 LOOEHH 2EIE+2 1.84E-02 2 90E+02 ISMEN2  N2EH0)  SNEHF 3S5EQ1  9SIBH 199EH0 1 BB42 S21E-04 7.92E-01
‘nehlnrombvas S4T401 | DOB+01 IMIELL LOBECR 2B+ AOEHIT  TSIER0 S MBI 1T4E0] 4368403 L99BH0 OB LHE08 443801
1,3-Dichboromthane (ot} 7AC+H2 1.00BH1 2BEH?  40TEM 2B+ 3MEH2  TISEH]  S44EH02 13SEDL TTIEMO LOSEHM  4.07E-08 B2LE05 17580
ISR 1008401 2 EIEHOZ 1. 34E-02 29REHR IMEHT  129EHI3  GI0B+0] BB 9ISEH0Y  LSEHO0  [ME0Q 021805 792E01
‘richloyosthens P L 20 - 1.D0B+7] IMEH2 1LaR-02 2HEH2 SHIEHZ  TS1EHD3  S448H11 ATAEN BSGEH0 1998400 103602 8.21E-0% 44301
Vinyl chlonide [ %3 22 1O0EHOL LWEN]  27IB4R 2MEH 2MEHE SBT3 AEHI 3330 SODE40S 19SE+00 ITIEZ $21E-08 LITESO0
[Tetrschlommetme 1.70+0 1.DOB+HD 2392 1.84E-02 290E+02 AMEH?  B299+0)  S2OBH0F 3 53BD)  9S5BH3 1 WRHO ) E02 $21E-08 7.92E-01
‘wrachloroolhone 20K+02 1.008:+03 2BEHZ  LMER IHMEH IS4BH02  £29EH0]  G20EA0Z 3ISSEOL  9.55E4d 195840 | SAEOR B2IE-O5 1.9284)
‘tichioroathens ISR 1008+ 2EIEH2  1.03B02 2SIEHR A0EHE  TAIEHI  SMBHI A T4ED  BIEHY  L99R+00  LRER B21B-05 2.83E-0]
[Viey chloride 15R481 1.00B+01 ZMEH2  27IE02 ZOBE+2 2ME40Z  S.25E03  43IBHII IUEH SO0EHY  1%58+00 27IB.2 421805 L1TE+0
ichlorodiBuoromethnne &.0D+00 LOOEH 218407 15080 2988402 NA NA NA HA NA 199EHQD  3.90B.0) $2EHS LESEHI
i#-1.2.Dichlocoshens 1.5EH0 1.DOE+D1 1WEHI]  AOVE-0S 290E+2 34B402  T19EH07  SMAEHI IIEED]  TTIBW}  19B4HOD 4.07EDD 121808 L73B-D1
son 113 410482 LDOE+)1 2MEHZ  LITEDL 254E12 NA NA NA NA NA LSEHD0 3 J7E0F $.21E5 1.36B+01
‘wirnchluconihans 41K+ 1.008+0) 203B407  LME-02 ZE+H2 39dB+02  $29PHA 620B+02 3SSEDL  95SEr0}  19SE+00 | B4EOR B21E.05 19260
tichlnnoothenn 130+ 10BN 1RIE«C 1.03E-02 21 94E+02 360E+0] TIIEHD  S44BHR A T4ELL ES6E40 LWE+D LOIBOZ EZLE05 443E-M
Vieyl chioride 19FH2 1L.OOBE+31 TWEHR 1NEG 2ZME+(2 259E+0F  S25E+03  431BM17 123B4]  SODEHDY 1 99EH00 2TIE-D2 1 21E0S LITE+i0
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TABLE 7 (contipued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
Conversion Depth below Depth below  Source  SCS sl type SCS soil type Capillary zone ‘Thickness Vadose zone

Factor Source grade tn bottoan Fwde to Trench  directly above m mesn particke  of capillaey Diffivity Diffsmvity 20l total
o'l Vapor Cons. of eucloscd space water table  Sopmation weioy ble  vadose s dismers zoma in mip i wabss potosity

Convi Crnr Ly Ly STwr 8T, D L. D, o, n,
Units:  L/m’ ugm’ cm om om unitless unitloss “m cm an'fs con’fa cm'fem®

Focmule: Ty Hg"Coov0l (15 or 200 forscremming)  (Mowe3}  Leg-Ly  [NoelD) {Notw 11) lookup (Noww17)  lockop loclkup (1141 €ov screening)

1 00B-+13 TAE+4 200B+02 4.00E+1) L ME+G2 sC SCL 150802 3.00E+IL 7.36E02 L1308 4.30B-01
1.008-+13 1.1¥E+0% 100E+H)] 4 M0E+02 2. HEHZ 5C sco 250802 1.00E+01 1.208-02 0.208-06 4.30B-01
1.008+03 ZASEHM 100EH 4.00E+)2 $DOEHIY 8C SCL 1 50E02 3.00E+01 T90E02 9 10E-06 4.30B-H
1. 0QE+D3 L WE+HK 1008012 4000402 TO0EH 5C SCL 1HENT 3.00E+01 T IGEOL 1 13E0T 4.308-0]
1.00B+03 J.10E+D5 ZO0RHR A4.0DE-+02 200EH2 3C SCL 2 HE.02 3.00E+]] THELZ 320B05 4 YIE-01
1.00B -+ L73E+0S Z0DE+2 4008+ 1O0B+HIZ 5 CL 2.50E-02 JD0E+0Y THWED: 9 B0 4)0B-01
1 KE+03 1.96E+04 2008+ 400802 100EH2 8¢ sCL 2. HE-02 30E+0) 1.OGE-OL 1. 23E-08 4 J0E-D1
190E+ L.35B+04 1.008+07 008 +)} 100B+H12 i 81, 2.50E-02 3. 00E+HH T0B.02 1. 206-06 4. 30E-01
1.00B5+63 1.58E+G5 100E+02 4008+ 200€+02 C SCL 2.50B-02 A0EHN 720007 B20E-DG 4.30B-01
1 Q0B+ 1.60E 106 TNEH2 40082  2.00E+02 SC SCL 1.508-02 JO00EHDl  T.90B.02  9.108.06 4.30B-01
1.00E+3 1.75E+H I0E+HR2 4.00B-HI2 2 Mg+ 5C SCL 1 50R.07 3.00E-HI1 106801 1.23B-06 4.308-1
1.OOB+03 1 01E+H5 1 00E+31 4, 0DB+HIZ IO0E+J2 sC SCL Z30E-02 1.008+)] G65B-02 9yiBO06 4.30E-01
1.00E+)3 2 63BH ZO0R+I2 4.00E +(2 1 00EHZ 5C BCL 2 SE02 1.008+0) T.36E02 1.13B05 4.308-01
LOQE+03 5.55E-+H6 Z.00E+r1 £.00B-+02 1 00EHIZ 3C 5CL 3 S0E-02 3 0GE-+01 THECZ 3. 2E-06 430B.01
1.00E+03 3 25E+05 Z0DE-+a2 4.008+02 100E+HIZ 5C SCL 2XED2 300E+HN T I0E0Z 3. I0E-05 4+30E-01
1 0E+3 5328106 100802 4 00B+02 100EH2 sC ECL 2.50E-02 JO0EH1 180E.02 9 1OE-04& 4 JE-O1
1O0E+H 2 2B40% 200BE+H02 A4 0B+02 1.00B+H12 EC SCL 2.30E-02 3.00E+01 1.06B-01 L.OE06 4 30E0]
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TABLE 7 (conticued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
M —
Vadogo 2006 Vadose 200w Vadosezone — Capiliary zone  Cupillley zooe Cepillary zone  Copdlary zooe  Capillary zone  Capillary zome  Caprithoy gone Total Overall

soil water-6lled  goil wir-filled  Effective woil toanl residunl s0il  sstwreind poi]  van Gemachton  wail weiee-£lled  soil air-filked Effactive Effective

POTORtY poroity  Diffusion CoclE parceity waior onlcot  wader content ahape prramewy  pordity porosity  Dhiifasion Coeff Diffusion Cooff]

B G, D* g U 9a Ma Lo S D, il
Unistw: an'/em’ sm’fem’ cm’fa m’fem’ con’fem? an’/om’ unitless emom? <m’/om’ am’a o’/
Formuls: {03 foc screoning} 0, - O, (Note 13} {043 for scrwening) lookup lookug Jookup [Nt £5)} By * Oy (Note 14) {Now 4)
JAnulyes

jein: |, 2« Diichloroothans 1.00E-0k 1.30B-0] 452804 4 30E-01 LITE-Q1 3 RSB0 LTIE-0} 355801 13528402 §.3E-0% 1TIE-WM
[Tetrachlorowthos 1.00E-1 1. ME-31 A3TEOd4 4.30E-01 117801 3 2501 1.12E-01 314301 151802 T2EAQS 2.498-04
[Trichlnrosthene 3.00E-0L LI0E-DI 48IEH 430E51 117E51 1$3E0) 1.72B-01 1.35E-01 7 82E02 S OTE08 276504
1,2-Dichlorosthens (kral) 3.008-01 1. 30E-DL 4.52E-04 4.30F-0t L1TE-0L 193E-0) 1.72B-01 355E-01 7.52E.02 130804 171B04
kmm 3.008-0 130801 43TR4 4.30B-81 LATE 135B-01 1.72E-0) 3.$3E-01 7 3E02 AR5 2.49E-04
: 3.00E-01 1.308-07 431504 430E-M LLTE-H 3.ME0 172801 3.55E01 10612 8.07E5 2 76E-04
[Winy} chiomde 3.00E-01 130E-01 BE-04 4.30B-01 117B0) 1338.4] 1.72E.01 1 ¥5E-01 7.52B-02 1.14E-04 1.61E-4
[Tetrachiosnethena 1,00E-01 1.30E-01 439804 430801 117801 3.B5E-01 1 TZEOL 3.556-0) 7.528.02 72608 249B-04
I0BR-H 1LIGE01 £ 3TE-04 4. HE.01 117E-01 3.35E0L 1LTEm 155891 1928.m T21E-0% 2.45B-04
300801 LIOE-DL 4+ 8IE-04 4 30E-01 1.19E-0t ER LA 1.728-01 353ea1 7.52E-0L LO1E.03 2 768-H
300E-0] 1.30E-¢1 € 42504 4.30B.04 LITEOL JASE-0L 1.72B-0] 3.$5E0L 7.5280 1 04B-4 351R04
3.00B01 1.308-01 4.03E-04 43081 LITE-0L 383801 172801 1.55E-01 13E0 6.518-0% 22TB.O4
3 0QE-01 1.30B-01 451804 4,308-01 L1781 14580 1 72E.01 3.35E-01 7.528-02 3EOS 2 7IE-04
1 00E-0t 1.30E-01 479804 4.308-01 117801 1.8580) LTZEDL 115601 7526412 163E-0% 2 66E-04
1.00E-DL 1 30E-01 43TE-04 £.308-01 117801 3 B3E-01 L72R-01 11480 7.528-02 121E.05 249804
1.00E-01 1.30E-0] 4814 4 30E-01 117B-01 3. B5E-D| 1.72E-01 355801 131E-01 $07E-05 276804
3,00E-H LIOE-01 &4ZE-04 4 ME-01 1.17E-01 3.35B-01 LIER 1.55B0) 147802 1.04E-04 3.61E-D4

Poge Yal# 2 [A-HA-Overburaen)




TABLE 7 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
Arca of Building Presoure Diff.  Vedose zons soit Conversion  Visconity of Viscosity of Acceleration Vadom zone soil Vadose zone  Vmdoas zone
Enclossd Space Ventilation botwomn wil &  ssturstod hydraubic  Faqior waler ot wker at Denaity duses 10 intringic rexidual 20d]  effoctive total
Below Grade Ratn enclosed space conchactivity hrios 1°c Yo temp. of wator gravity pocmenbifity  wesber content Suid ssturation;
Ag Dhairiiog AP K., Crav(2 Hu-p Hw Pe '] ki, B, Sw
Units: o’ rm's plomen’ m/he shr plom-a ploma g’ cr/s’ '’ e unittesn
Famul:  [Now ) (356333 for ng) (40 o ing) Jookup {Notn15)  {0.999 for screaning) (Notu i7} Jookup (Note 18}
1.69EH06 $.6E+04 A00EHH L50B-01 AG0EH3  LHEO2 1.31E02 9 99E-01 9RIEHZ 204E-8 5.308-02 6.dGE-H
1.69BHI6 S.53EH04 4 00E+01 5.508-01 160B+03  LIB-O2 LItE-02 $.958-01 SEE+H2 204E-09 630802 6.46B-01
1.55E406 5 SIEH4 4 DOEHN 4. 5UE-D] L60E+03  LDIE02 131E-02 9.998-01 S SLEHZ 204809 6.308-02 5.468-01
1 69E+05 $SEIEHN 4008+ $.S0E-D1 IGIEX03  1IIE-02 1318402 2.998.01 98EHI2 204809 630802 6.45E-0)
1 B+ 4.6IE+M 4008+ 5 %E-Nt 3608+ 13LB02 1MEQ 999B-01 9 8LE~02 THE0e 6. 50B-02 G A6E-0
LAYEHS S6IEHH 440B+D] 550801 160EHI 131B-02 1 31E-02 9.99E-01 931802 2.04B-09 &30E-02 SACB-OL
1.56E+06 5 EIEH04 4D0E+0L 550201 1608401 1 31B02 1.51E-6¢ 9.99E-01 9.B1EHZ 2. 0ME-08 6.30E-02 & 46601
1.59E+06 SEIEH 400EH 550801 S.608403  1J1E-O2 LIE02 9.93E-01 S HEHZ 2.04E-09 6.30B-02 6.46E-01
1E9E8+05 5 SIEHN 4.008+0) 5. 5E-01 3608+03  1J1E-02 1.31E®) 909801 IEHR 2.04B0% & ME07 6.468-0)
1.69E+06 $.6IE+04 1.008+0) 4 $0E-D} I60B+D3 1 MER 1.31B42 9.998-01 QBLEH2 1HE0F $30B.02 & 46E-0)
1LE9E+06 3 BIE+04 4.00€+01 5 50E-0L 160E+03 1310402 131802 2.99E-01 2 §1B+0Z 204808 & 30B-02 646802
1658408 SHIEHI 40aE+0L 5 J0€-0) 160EH0 1 3ELR 1.31E02 9 99E-01 9.BIEH2 204E-09 &30E-02 £46E-01
1695406 3 6IE+04 4.00B+401 §.50E.01 160EH03 L HEO2 LIE-02 OB ISIEHR 2OME09 6.30E-02 & 45801
1.E9E+DE 5 63EH04 4.00E+0 550801 L60B403  LMER LIIE-DZ 5.998.01 S E+2 2.ME.09 630802 6.46E.01
1.69B+D6 2&IBHM 4,D0E-+HI1 5. 50E-0] 3.60R+0% 1.31E-02 LME-2 959801 F31B+H2 2.04E-09 & I0E-02 5.46E.01
1 69R+06 3.638+04 4.008+0) S HE- 160B+03  1IED2 131840 25901 981E+02 1H4E05 6.30E-02 646201
1.69E+06 S.6IE+HM 4,008+01 5.50E-D¢ LG0EHY  13IB8 1L31E-02 9 99E91 9.BLE+2 204809 £.30B02 & 46E-0]
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TABLE 7 {¢outinued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
Vadose 200a  Yadose zooe suil Vedose oome ol Floor-wrall Vapor Avg Vapor  Foundation  Crack
vm Genuchten  relativesir  effective vapar senm viscoaity at Crack depth Totsl area Crack-w-intal Equivalems Flow Rase or Siab Dhffusion
shepe pamameter  pameshility  pernmesbility PeTImCter avg. soil tsmp. below grade of cracks amoa ratio  crack radis  Into Bldg. Thickewss Caeff,
M, |- ky Kot Hrs Zesy A n Tanck LUy Loy o
Units. unithens unitlagy o’ an pan-» cm o’ utiithess -] cm'/s m s’/
Focawils; loakup (Note 15] (Note 20) {3344 for scrwening)  0.0001R*{TW298.15)°0.3  (w Ly fov scromning) (334 for scrosning) [ NAyNona! (Mo} {13 for vvesning) Mow 1)
RAsniyta
- £ - Drichlarosthens T 43E0L $a18.0] 1. 1068409 AB4E4+03 115804 1O0E+GL LMER 12TE-04 9.998.2 1.34E0 L. SAE+0L 45181
[Tetrmchlocontena 2.43B-11 $A2B-01 1.10E-09 3 BAE+O3 1.7SE-04 2.00E+H12 1802 2ITE-4 9 99802 7.ME0) 1.508-+H 43T
richkwosthans 2.48E-D] 5.41E.Q] 1. 10E09 3 HEH 1. 75E-D4 2.00E+D2 3 BJED2 22ITE4 9.99E-02 134B0% 1.308+01 4 91E<H
1, 1-Drichborostbane (1wl 24RE-0) 3.42E-0¢ 1.10B-0% 1 HEH3 L75E-Da 1.00B+02 1. HE+2 2.ITE04 2 99E-02 THE-H 1.508+0]1 4 52E-04
waacilomoethens JARE0L 3.42E-DL 1.\0B-09 3 M4EHY LTSE-4 T00E+(L AME+T ITR-B4 So0R-02 THEO 1.50E+1 4 1TEO4
nichbotontiwew 2.43E-DL $.41E-01 1.108-09 134 1L73E-a 2.00E +(2 ARETDZ 12704 555602 7.34B0 1.S0E+01 441E-04
"oyl chlaride 2AZEDL 5.42E-01 110809 144B+03 1.75E-04 200EHD} 3B 2.27TE-04 959802 7.348-01 L 30E+DI 6.42B-04
thinroeth 2.48E-DL pE 7120 i1.10E-D9 3.BAE+73 1.75E-04 2.00B+02 1848402 2. ITE-Dd 9.99E-02 7.HE-0] 1.508-HH 43780
[Totmablorosthans 44BN 5 47E-01 L.10E-0%9 1B4EHN . 75E-00 1008+ 3 BB+ 217E-04 S 99E-OF T.HE-01 1.508+01 437B-(4
l[l‘ridm 14RE-0F 3.42E-0 1.L0B-09 1BEHI3 L7304 2008+02 3 BEHL 22ITR-04 S.998.02 T7.34B-01 1.50E+01 4. 31E-04
[Vimyl chioride 248E.0L 5 41E-]1 1.108-09 I HB3 L7SE-Ad Z00E+OL 1BEHR 127E-04 9 59E-02 pAL S 1. ME+01 6.42E-0d
T.48E01 12801 1 1NE-09 Y AdEHT 1.74E-0a TO0E+7L 334EHT 227TB.04 999602 7.34B.01 LIOE+DL 4.03E-04
is-1,2-Dichlorosthens +42E-N S42B0] 1. 10B.09 3. B4E+O1 1.7SE-Ou 2.008+02 3 402 2ITE-D4 995602 7.5E-01 LAGR+}H 4.52B-0:4
13 2.48E-01 S 4IE- L 1B 3 ME+3 1. 75B-04 2.00E+02 S A4z 2.I1TE-Da YHEDZ 7. 4E-01 1.508+01 4 T3B-04
[Taschloroethene I4B0) 547801 L. LOE-0% IMEH 1.7SE-d 1.00E+11 3 84B+07 23ITE-M S9E-0p THEG 1.50£+01 4 17E-04
[Trichlomethune 2.48E-M1 5. 42E.DL 1. LOE-0% IHEHI L.75E-04 JO0CEHI2 JMEHY 2T7E-04 ¢ SVE-02 TI4E-01 1 50B+0] 48] E-O4
Vim/ chlonida 2 4EE.O1 5.42E-01 1. 10B-0% A 84EH2 1.75E-04 2008 +02 3 BAEH] 1ITE-O4 $.598-02 T34E.01 1 HE & 42B-04
SNA004 Pageaaid 120 [OW-LA Ovirbarden)




TABLE 7 (contiaued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDMOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
lofimite Source  Infinite Naotes:
Indoar Source Refmmwrn: Eier's Guide fov tha Johpoon and Euiugwr {1991) Mode! for Submrfoce Vapor imeo Buildtngs, USEPA, Seyrembar 1997,
Atenuadion Cooff, Bldg. Conc 1) Ausumad squivabent 10 D, of s0il Layer i i contact with the floor
o Chibiey (2) Foe scraming. asnume & trench 4 f deep, 3 & wide, and 30 flong,
umitlews llvlll’ (3) Depth to water ssbis minus depth to bovtam of foos must be = thicknea of capllary frings, which is based on t 30il type (fyp, eround 30 o). Ue 400 cm €or scresrng purposes.
(Mot 6) — 4 Dy = Lo/ (QLwr - L - L) /D) + (L 4D
(3} Qo™ DP*5 L) Py ; Dot om above reforemce

{8) @ ® D7 A Qs LI V(D A QL)+ £ ] ; nasumes 1o sigistance (Poclot nusnbie 2 infinite)
2 4TE-06 T4B.H {73 A fuaction of the mtio Ty/Ty: Il P
9.65B-06 1.1B+00 <57 030
99)B06 2 58.01 e57071 T/ Tt 116

01 L

SATE-06 LiE+H0 (B) AH,ry = AH, S -Ty TM - Ty T
9 6IE-06 3.08+00 (5 Hyn = EXP-AK. /B, *{1/Ty LT *Hy,
9 51E-06 1L.7E+0 {10} Reter 1 12 SCS auil types - use 5C Fov scrocning.
1.0seas 21E01 {LE) Refario 12 5C8 acil types « use SCL for scoeeming.

(1) Lo =015 /{h2 * Dy}
FE3E-06 L3B-0l (13) DT = 0,58, O P.. )

(14} D = D00’ i D X iy
965606 1.5B+0 s s“-ewq@“auy(z“ﬁlmmmuz i the formuls i wed for screaning, but mory be refmed basod oo 30il parumasery (seu USEPA, 1999).
991E-08 1.6E+01 {18) by =iy * (T 2315
1L 08E-0% g0l (T) by = 8, ™ 1C0aVO2 * iV fp * @)

(1) Sy =gy 8,) in - 0,2}
BAZED6 935E-1 (39 g = {1 - Sl * {E-5, )
98708 268400 {20} ky =X, * %, Dote that the micd] ia very smaitive 1o thu perametar and of siw-specific vilues ars svailabls, ey abould be usad.
982806 $.5B+01
9 65E-06 LAEH0
%.315-06 138401
1.D3B-05 2,38+00

WA Pugm o4 A0 JORC A Cormrtnarden]




Scenmnic Tneirema; CurertFutune
laddiam: Groundemter
 Wedham: Ineos Ak

TABLE 8
DECURRENCE. DISTRIBUTION AMID SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERM
WELLS QAH BUPERFUND B(TE - DU

Expasury CAS Chemical Mirum Muasdwm Unia Leartioan Debaciion Range of Backy g Polential Poteniid | COPC |  Ratonsis for
Point Numbwr Contantration | Concentration of blaxdmum Fgquency Detaclion Unad iy Yahm Teakity Vake | ARAFTEC { ARMUTEG | Fmg Sl ttan o
{Qoaitnr [Cuathen Conoshiaiion Umin Scresning Fi ] Yk Soures | (YD) Oaisiion
i ] 3 L[] ]
Uriftrut 150-85.2  |cdw-1.2-0kNorosthens A 7.8E-01 wpm WA [ A 7.5EH HiA T M WA A H B
(" 121804 [Tetrachiirouttans A 1AE+00 ugim’ WA WA WA 11E+D0 A 087 ¢ A WA ¥ ABL
7015 |Trchiosthens HiA 25600 wpim’ A MiA NiA 2156 A, M7 G WA A ¥ ASL
W.R. Qrace BAD-5R-0  [1,2-Dichipmosthans (othl WA 1.3E+00 g NiA WA M 1.3E+00 NiA 1 N WA A N BEL
[ 12118.4 | Tetrachiorethans NiA, S0E+00 g’ WA WA WA 20E A asr ¢ WA WA, b L8
70014 |Trchbrsthens A 1L.TE+00 wph’ WA LY HiA, 1.7Es00 WA, emr © Wik A ¥ MEL
73014 [Ving ehlardy WA 2IE0M ' WA A A 2.5 A [ AL WA A ¥ ABL
NEP 127164 | Tormchomsrens WA 1260 upin® WA MiA NIA 1361 A, 0e7 . NA N, N BEL
{a}
WY 1271184 [Totrachioromthann A 1 5E+00 ugim? NiA WA 7Y 15800 A 04T G A, A o ASL
] TN Trchibreihens A, LBE+D1 v’ WA LT WA LREH A ooT & e Wk, ¥ ASI,
4 [Vinylchioride Nk 1AELT upm' 1 WA A 1B WA M oc A A ¥ AL
CHympla 7574 |Dichorodugrmetune A 5601 ugim* NA NA A LSEH A H N Nk, WA N BSL
] 188-58-2  |ei-1,2-Dichiorostune Y 28E+00 apr’ WA [T WA 2EEHR ik, AT N WA ik, N BaL
Th1%?  |Freon 113 WA 5.5E+01 ugier* A NiA A, 556+ WA M N WA A W B3
127-18-4  {Taimenorosinene A 316400 upm? A WA WA 34E«00 WA 087 C NA A ¥ Az
Te-118  |Trchbmethans WA, B.E+D1 it A WA WA, B.3E+0 7Y 2T ¢ NA NA ¥ ASL
75014 |vinyl choride A 2.3E+00 ugm® [T WA WA LIEHT MA B} I A MIA, Y AL
i8) Feator 10 Llaxt Tor MAMPIS DrOupngy.
Al pantam L 1 rounch pOUks wih Heory's Law contienls > 1E-06 stm-mmal and waighiy <0 nchaied
{1 T b o ingoy i hrve baan | In e acdmum G k P Dwfinitions: COPC = Chumical of Polntiel Cancem
Fater v Tabls 2 for model magks. ARARTEC » Appicabls of Relwvan and Approp e {Tc B T
2 sl ot v PRG = Prwlminary famassl Gos|
(3) Rafar 10 Spgartng for bachpround Jon, Rk Nat Agplcabie or Not Avalinbis
(4) USEPA Ragion #PRG for amblent wr (sdlased to an hazard tuotiert = 1.1 107 noNcareinogen), OLIobsr 1, 2002 J w Entimstid Vélus
PRG for cix.t 2-dehbroaens fom heen uswt f67 1,2 dichiormmitmns fobd). € » Carcinogane
{5} Ralloraiv Codes: Seleciion Reason: Aboye Screening Lavaly (AS1) N =Hon-Carinogenis
N Soresning Level (N5L)
Bawinn Rasnon: Mo Toxdcly wiomikon {NTO
Galow Scrsening Level (BSL)
Fagm 141l nirzin [Tukie 2o




TABLE #
VALUES WSED FOR DAILY INTAKE CALCLATIONS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS GEH SUPERFLING S07E - QU1

Timelame: CurmentiFutue
L R
wpowre Wi ; Indor Ai
Exposurs Ros | Receptor Populaiion|  Recaplor Age Exp Faint | A 0 P Dedokion Value Units Ratjonais? Intake Equation/
Code Rsfersnce Model Name
[~ Tnhatan | COMMercial Worker AU Commercial Bulkdings] GA AR ConEATranon it ATl 206 Tavie 34 s 06 TIOR3 |Chroric Daty ks (CO) (opm") =
ET  |exposum Tima s hafaay USEPA, 1987a
EF  [txpomure Frequency %0 duyaiynar USEPA, 2004 CF R AT
ED Expanure Durgdon 25 yalre USEPRA, 2004
ATC  |Avernging Time (Canced} 25550 dmyy USEPA, 1088
AT-H  |avesging Ime (Mon-Cancar) o128 duyn VSEPA, 1969
CF __ [Commrxion Factor 24 hewday .
Fasicard Adul Rasidunce CA  [Modelsd Corvoentration in Air o0 Tubie 35 ugim® b Table 3 [chronic Dty intake (CDD (upim™) <
ET  [Exposurs Time 24 by USEPA, 2004 _CASETAEFxED
EF  |Exposure Frequancy 350 deyaiveer USEPA, 2004 CF xa?
] Exposure Duration FL | YOy USEPA, 2004
ATS  |Averaging Tens (Cancern 25550 Y USEPA, 1884
AT-N  JAwrsang Tima (Mon-Cancer) Ly ] dmyn USEPA, 1988
cF _ lcomenian Factsr 24 howsday .
Child Raaldunce CA  [Modelsd Concentration in Ar sea Table 3 ugim® ses Tabie 38 Ienmaic Dy Intake {CON (ugim®) =
ET  |Eqowm Tme ET teaiday USERA, 2004 CAXETxEF xEQ
EF  |Expasure Freguency asg daysivear USEPA, 2004 CF XAY
ED  |Exposuns Duration [] yabra USEPA, 2004
AT JAvorsging Time {Canvde) 5550 L% | USEPA, 1989
ATN  Paveraging Tims {Non-Lancect 2194 days USEPA, 1985
CF | Convarslon Factr 24 tuniday va

W04 Fage 1ot wir e [Tabie SPOUE Alr-Fubre]




TABLE 10

HON-CANCER TGXICITY DATA — INHALATION

WELLS G3H SUPERFUND SITE - DU-1

Chemical Chronict Inhalation RIC Extrapaiated R Prifnary Combined RIC; Targat Orgents)
of Polontial Subshronic Tamgat Lincerimintyrhoufying
Concam Vale Units Vakm Units Crgan(s) Factors Sourens) Data(s)
(MDD YYY)
[Tatrachiorethene Ghronic 2706402 wym® NA NiA CNS 100 ATSDR WH2004
[Trichioroethens Chranic 4.0DE+1 wm® NiA NiA CNSLiver 3000 HCEA /17004
hiryl cHioride Chronic 1.00E+Q2 ugim® WA NiA Liver 30 RIS 12004
IRIS = riagrated Risk Information System
NCGEA = Nationsé Cenler for Ervranmental Assessmant
ATSDR = Agency for Texic Substances and Disssse Registry
NiA = Ned Applicabie
Page 10t
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CANCER TOXICITY DATA — INHALATION
WELLS GAH SUPERFUND SITE - OUA

TABLE 11

Crwrical Uril Risk Iniwiation Caricer Siops Factor | Weight of Evidence! Undl Rlisk ; kihalation GSF
of Potential Cancer Guidekne
Cacoem Vakio Unils Vak Unts Dascriplion Source(s) Date(s)
(MADDAYYYY)

Tetrmchioroetnens 5,90E-08 {ugm® ! WA WA B2 CAEPA 172004
Trichioroathans 140E-04 fugin’ 1 A WA C82 NCEA 122004
Niryh chloricle (Comm_ wWorken) | 4.408-08 fugim®) -1 N/A NA A RIS 172004
(Vi crocida (Residert) B.BOE-08 fugim® -1 N/A WA A IRES 2008
IRIS » Wnisgraled Risk Informuticn Sysiem EPA Group:

NCEA, = National Cantar for Envirormantsl Assaaamant

CaliEPA = Calfarmes Ervirornmantal Protection Agency

(1) An sksmative inhalation joxicity value from GalEPA

[2E-08 '™} haa bean wsed to provice 8 range of

possible risks associgiad with &xpodure i

trichiomathena.

A - Human carcinogen

B4 - Probable hamen carcinogen - indicatas that mited buman deta ere vaisbie

B2 - PFrobebie human cancinoge - indicales sufficlent evidencs In anmait and
inmchecRmhe OF M0 G¥IENCa IN UTans

G - Posaible human carcrogen

D ~ Nl classifisizle =8 & homan carcinogsn (ty tha ool rouls)
E - Evidenca of noncarcinogeniciy

Puge 1061
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moapher Papulaifeny Commersiel Warkar

TAALE 12
CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANGEN f18KE AND NON-CANCER HALARDS
REASONABLE MANIMUM EXFORUNE
WELLS BAH SUPERFUND AITE - GU-1

mcoptor AQY: Adul
proey- Expoaun Madum Exposurs Point W Chamical of Ganver Risk Calouiviens I How-Lancas Hapwd Calodaton
Patsfitel Concem Vane Uniits - CHFLINK Kisk Cancer Risk. | IntadaExponurs Cancanbuben | KR Huzard Cuobient
Value [Fr Valr Ui Vee [T ™ ks,
e Indaer Al Unlfirat - 21 Olympls Ava, Inhelevon
Teischiorosthene 1E+D0 ugm? H4E02 upimd 1900 (upimy ! S.5E0T 2801 upim3 Z2.TEMIZ upmy LTE04
Trichiarasihans mm ugin' 0E-02 ugimd LIEDL wymy | 22e08 [T -] wpm3 4.BE+N ugim3 14E-DY
Exp. Rouls Tabel IE-D IE-N
‘Enpoaurs Poinl ToWd IEDR 4
WA Qmce Sahalplon
Torschiorosthens | €400 | ypin' 2489 wom B.AE-08 wgmz) | 14E08 L] ugmd 27e402 ugima 15K
Trirhiaraewwan 2E+00 | ugw’ 14E-0 'm3 19E0 ofmd | 15E00 1964 ugimy 40E+ up'm3 BEE-0
Vinyl Chioide Em upm® 11002 upimd 4.4E-00 woimdy | Tagon Lnaz voim3 108402 uymy LTR04
Eig. Rmutn Tow! 205 {E-02
Expasure Polnt Tesel 2605 1E-02
ure Pol
Widwony Inhkation
Torshiercothane | 2E4G | um’ 12601 i S04 wamy) | TAESY ISEH ugind 2.7EMIZ Lgind 13E03
Trchierathens 261 reuy 1.3E+00 wml LIEM wmy 7| AEM LT ] vpiml 4.0E401 i #0E8)
Vel Chikaride =0 ugm’ 1 AE-02 ] SAE-08 pmd) F|  SAE08 42602 s ] 108402 uplmdy A2E0
Exp. Routs Toml 1604 BE-02
Expasurs Point Talel 1E 02
Otyrepha - FOOA Iebalation
Tabmchioroatent | IE+0 | ugim? 20ED1 up'my 0.55.08 wpmy | 15ED8 T ugm3 2.TEM2 ogimd 2760
Trwhioroethana e ugm® 4300 wymd 19804 upmy 1| ATE04 126401 uymy 496401 ugmd 20€01
Vieryl oy E0 | wgm® 19661 ugmd SARDO wpmy) ¢ BIEBT S [y 108402 ughmd 13ER
Exp. Raute Toml SE-M IED
Exposure Paint Total BE-04 w0
Elpunrl huciym Tolsl L] MA
Wedhun Tals N, WA
Total of Aovapriat Rinks Across AN ibucie A, oMl of Racaplir Huzerds Aoae Al Mets WA
Volteet Cancar Riak with SR i doe Tog]eear ]
WR Grece Gancer it wak CHIEPA wil ok fr Toe]_2E00_ |
Wihwood Carvonr Ak wih GulERA unt fiok MME
Giyeapin Cascwr AUK Wit CHIEPA Lok ok e TCE[__TESS__]
V22004 Page 1011 tubien.xis (Tabhe 7.5 AME MGoMW]




TARLE 1Y

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RIBKS AND HOH-CANCER HAZARDS
REASOMABLE MANSLM EXPOMIRE
WELLS GAM BUPERFUHD UTE - QU

Exposixs Point Expowars Routa Ghemical o7 EPC Gkt Pindk Db v Hon-Cantm eIg il
Powentel Conoem |yt [ Exy i G Risk [ETRT [P —— MDRIC [Ty ——
Veluw Unis Yaue [ [T Line Vg Untie
A Inncheetr A Uit - 21 Qlympla Ave. Inhelatlon
Twinchiseauthans 1E+O% ugim? 3 6E-0 ugimy 4308 fugim3) ! 13E-06 1.1E+0 wyimd 2.TE+DZ ugimi 41608
Triskiwrcstiens 2ED ugim® LAE02 wma 11E04 wgmd) | evEM 24ED upml L] ugimd SIE-M
Exp. Al Tl 1808 1E02
Expewurs Foint Tokl 108 1EAZ
W.R. O Inhvalation
Tuirnchiorwathone | JEHG uotm? e ugim3 LE = ugimy) 1| SAE-0¥ L4E+00 wpm3 ZTE-02 wym} 14602
Trichiorsethans 1E+00 wm® SHE0 ugiml LIE ugm¥ 1| 42608 18E+00 gl ALDESD1 ] FR]-T
Winyl ehiccide 2E-n ugim® (11 -] uyml DEE-OS wgm3) | eol0T 2.0E-01 ugmd 1.0E 02 upimd 2.0E-03
Exp. Routh Tolat TE-B5 SE92
Exponuts Poini Towl TE-S e
Vhdwoud Innalation
Tewruchianeiena | 2E+0 o SAE0Y ugim3 55808 (ugmy) | HoE-De 1 SEw0 ugiml 27E+02 gl EAEDY
Trichiercaihéne W ugm? b2E wprmd 1IE04 wemy | STEN 1.5E4H e A.0E+01 ugim3 L9ET
Viryl chioride D ugim® 5.2E+0b upimd EBEDY (upimi} | WBELS 13E+ ugimd 10€+02 ] 1.3E-41
Expi. Fiouts Total e 5E-01
Expouune Poi Totel BE-08 M
Chympla - FDOA Inhalatian
Terpchirtutns | IEw uwm® 1.0E+00 wgimd BSE-0 gy | S1E0E 30N upm3 2.3 ugimd 1LAEN2
Trichlorouthane SE+ ugim® 178+ ugimd 11EM {wgtmdy 7 TRENY AR upimd 4.0E+01 ugim3 1.3E+00
Wirl chiaride IED vphm® TIEM upma L0 wormd} | BTEDE LIEDD upim¥ 10602 ugrmd HE. P
Eup. Ainuts Totl 2E-DY 1E+00
Expasurs Foint Towl ED AE+0D
Lt MaSum Tatel Wk ™3
PR
[ [ [y
Tolw of Rsapios Riskn Acfoes AR bindie A Tl of Receptor Haznith Aorchs AR Wedia NIA
e s ik G it o vee ]
VR, Gacs Cancer RME Wi CaPA it ok o ToE]__BEDE ]
o Conoer Mok wih CoERA ok en e o o603 ]
Otympin Catear Rk with CHEPA unk nn:m
WIMI00N Paps 1ot tubben 308 [Tun 7.2 AME-PR|




TAME 14

CALCLAATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RIAKS AND NOH-CANCER HAZARDS
REASDONAME MAXIMUG EXPOSURE
WELLS OdH ALFERPUND WTE - DU

Timetgma: Fuliis
Population: Rysichent
; Yeung t!\l_ll
Wadum Expasars Mudim Expomure Point Expuotrs Mowta Chemica of EPT I Cimoer Rk £ aiuliions Nen-Cancer Hazwrd Calousto
FPolniiy] Gonosm Vb Unin  [insuka/Enposin Conoeniwiion CIFUN Risk: Caness Rigk | Intaka/Eapayurs Concaniradion ATVRC Hazand Quotent
Vs Uni elue Linkty Wlue Linit Vil Uil
P
e Wdaor AJr Liniest - 21 Olympin Aee, inaiston
Tosnchomattwon | 16200 | ugm® 402 wyml L (ugim¥) 1 4aERT 1AEs00 wpimy 2TE+02 upml 4N
Trichiorastuna =0 | wn 20602 upmy 1IE04 wpmy | 22500 24E-01 upm3d 408401 gy SEE0Y
Exp. Rovis Talal -0 1002
Exgouuns Podnl Tomt JE-08 1E-02
WR Gate inhalstn
Tatmmborowbana | SES | ugim® TEH pm SNED0 wemd ) LAE0s 2960 s 217E02 ugmd 11E82
Trchisrowivens 2600 | wgrm’ 14801 upml 11E04 wpwd | 1sE4 1.8E+00 upim3 LOE1 upiad LIER
Wiyl ehioiide ZED i 17802 upmd SAE-08 uamdp | 188 20E-01 apmd 106+ upimd 2.bE-2%
Exp, Moty Tetal 2EHS SE7
Expaaun Poinl Total 2E05 SE-02
‘Wikdwood ‘whwletion
Tommctorastuos | 2E+00 | wom® 13EH gy 0600 wpad | 248w 1.55+00 gmy LTEAT upm SAEH8
Thchismommne B0 | g 138400 ughmy LIEDL up'md} | 148 156407 upmd Y = ot ABEOL
Vinryl ablonde ZEHDt | g 136400 wmd LIES wpmY 1| 19808 148 ugim3 1.08v02 wgm3 15601
£5p. Raute Teend 2E4 SE-01
Expaiure Point Telml E-¥ BE-DY
Ohywpia - FODA, nhalaton
Tarschioostient | 3E+00 | wgm® 2HE ugmd 19E.06 wpmy | 14804 196100 wm3 2TER ugims 1AER
Trichioroathans e | upw’ 438400 wmy 11E-04 pimy) | 4mED4 1801 ugfm A4DEH wm3 1.38+00
Vi chivide e | wgm’ 14€01 ugm3d BAE-08 wpmy) | 1IE08 236 vpm3 1.0E+02 wymd 22602
Exp. Rovie Tatal SED 1E+0
Exposure Poink Tatl SE-04 1E+00
e
e Mnchom Tetal WA WA
byium Toeal NA N
Tatal of Racupio: Kews Acroas All lisds A Total of Recopior Hazade Acrowe Al Mads WA
Unient Cancer Mivk wit cmmuw'r
WA Graca Canow Riak ol SutPa ook tak e Tl ze o8]
Widwaoq Caneas Rivk with CHIEPA ik ek for
vmpie Corncar Kosk Wi CHEPA unk vk kr TOEL1EE ]
W20 Page 1611 tablas 200 [Tuible 7.3 RME-Kftus]




TADLE 15
SUMMARY OF RECEFTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCS
REASONABLE MAXMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUFERFLUND SITE « QU1

narin Tanaframe: Fuiurs
r Populiiion: Residend
Recaptor Age; Young Craiduit
Medium Expasuns Exposure Charticat Carcinagenic Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quokent
Medum Poil of Potertia Young CHIK + &dul Young Chld
Concem hgeston | khaaton | Demal | Edemal | Exposus Primary ngesiion | mhwston | Cemel | Exposurs
(Reciation} | Routes Toiw Targel Organ Roviss Tatsl
Air Indaor Air Unifirst - 21 Qtympla Ava
Tatrachiorethens .- 3E08 - . 2ELY CNS - 4E00 .- 403
Trichioroatheny o 16405 . -- 1605 NS/ Liver - PE0S . 8503
Chemical Total .- EQ5 .- - 1E-05 - 1E-02 . 1E02
Rﬂiw._:gl_lga Toisl
Exposurs Pol Tot IE0S 1Ea2
Exptisurs Medium Totsl 1E-05 1602
MaiLim Tabad 1ED5 102
[[Racspice Tatw 1E06 1602
-- =tiot Evalusied Tl Risk Acrose All Media | 1Eos | Tott Hazard Acraxs All Madia
PUA = Mot Appliable
Unificst Concer Risk with CalEPA ik sk, for TcE To BooaHim]  wa
Tatal Canfiovescylar Hi = NIA
Tots Deveiopmenal HI = A,
Totsl Genaral Toxiaty Hi = WA
Tow ) System Hia] N
Total immune System M= N
Tatsl Kadngy HI = WA
Totl Lvm Hi=||  8E-0m
Totlt Nervous System HI= | 1E-02
Tow SinHI =] WA
Total Respiratory HI = A,

WA Page 1801 b [TORME L= Onste Ry (1]]



TABLE
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS ANO HAZARDS FOR COPCa
REASDNABLE MAXMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Tenadrama: Fubae
Receptor Population: Reaident
Recaptor Age: Young Chikd/Adull
Madum Exposurs Expasum Checical Cantinagenic Risk Non-C ascinogenic Harang G
Madium Poir, of Possntial Young Child + Adul Young Child
Concam rpeston | inhalmtion Dermal Exienat | Exposure Primary ngeation | inhalabion Dwmal Exposurs
{Radistion) | Routes Tott Tergst Grgen Roulea Tolsl
Al Indoor A W.R. Gracs
Tetrachiorostheos .- TE-08 . - 7E-D8 CHE - €02 .- 1B
Trichior ol . BE-O5 . . 205 CHSLiver -- 4E-02 . 4E-Q2
Vinyl chioride - TEO7 .- .- 7EOT Liver -- 2E43 - 203
Chemicet Tota s- $E-08 - -- 9E-05 -- _SER - 5E-02
{Radonucids Tobe
Expasund Poird Total SE-05 SER
{Expsintt Modiom Taist o056 AE-(2
Bacium Taksd 2605 SE-02
Elupleotd BE-05 SE-02
-~ = Nol Evalusied Total Risk Across Al Media e ] Total Hazard Across AN Madla
M/ = Not Applicable 3
WA Grace Cancer RhtwﬂhCIlEPAurilrl!khTB Totad Blood HI =

Tolal Candiovancdar H| =

NIA

NA

Totml Devwiopmenial HI = M,
Total General Taxicily M = NAA
A

NA

A

Total Gl Systam Hi=
Tatal knmune Systeen H =
Total Kidney Ht =

Totel Livwr ti=]  dE-02

Totsl Nervous System HI =] SE-02

Tatwk Skin Hi = HAA
Tetsl Rsaplratony Hi = NiA

VR Page 1601 Inides.ri [THRME-AG-Orate Res (23]



TABLE 17
EUMMARY OF RECEFTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs
REASDNABLE MAXKUM EXPOBURE
WELLS GEH SUPERFUND SITE - OU)-1

& TumetrmTd: Fulune
péor Population; Reskdent
Receptor Ags: Young Child/Aht
Madium Exptaus ExposLne Cramical Carcinogenis Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazand Ghotent
Madium Puint of Powntisl Young Chikd + Adul Yourg Child
Concem Ingestion nhaiation Damal Extomal EXpoiure Primery npastion Inhalation Darmal Exposure
(Radintion) [ Roulss Tobel Tange Qrgan Routes Tt
Air naoar A Wirdwood
Tatrachioroattwns - 4E-08 .- . 4E08 CNS - SE-03 .- 5E-03
Trichiarostens .- 7E04 .. -- TE-4 CHS/Liver -- AE-01 .- 4E-01
Vinyl chiorde .= 8E-05 v- e BEQS Liver - 2E-H -- 2E-Ot
Chemical Tolal - B8E-D4 -- . BEO4 .a SE-1 . SE-0
Radiorneide Total
Expcsure Point Tobed 8E-D4 SE-0
|Exposure Mocium Tatal BE-Od SE-O1
L Total SE-4 S5E-M
Total BE-4 SE-01
- = Not Evalusted Todal Risk Acrss All Medks | “scor | Tatal Hazard Across Al Media
WA w Not Applicabie k.
Wikdwood Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit riak for TGEE Tolel Blood HI = NJA
Totw Cardiovascular Hi = WA
Total Dewslapmenta HI = NA
Total enanal Taxicty H = A
Total G Systam HE = N
Tatwl Immuna Sysism Hi = WA
Total Kidney HI = WA
Totsd Liver Hi = SE-01
Tolul Nervous System HI = 4E-Q1
Total Skin Hl = WA
Total Respratory Hi MR

W00 Pagn 1011 Wbt i [THRME -DAC-Cnaty Hea {3



TABLE 18
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCa
REASONABLE MAXIMLM EXPOSURE
WELLS GEH SUPERFUND SITE - DU-1

Soanano Timeframae. Futue
Recaptor Populatior. Rasident
Racapior Age; Young ChildiAdult
Wndlym Exposune Exposuny Chmmica Carcinogenit Risk Non-Cwrtinaganic Hazard Guotent
Madlum Poinl of Potential Young Child + Adult foung Child
Conowen [ Inkhaiskion Darrmasl Extbwrrd Expomue Frimery Nipestion Inhalation Tarmal Bxposurs
{Radiation) | Routes Tital Target Organ Routas Tatsl
Al Indoar At Ciympia - FDDA
Tetrachioroetune .- BE-08 -- . BE-08 CNS .- {E-02 .- 1E-02
Trichioroethans .- 2E-03 .- .. EQ CNStvar .- 1E+00 . 1E+00
Viny! ehlodde . BE-0B -- _s =) Liver . 2E-02 -- 202
{Chamical Totl . 2E43 - e &0 - 1E+O0 - 1E+00
Radionucikde Tolsl
|Expasurs Point Total ZE03 1E+D0
|Expasure Madium Totel 268 1+
Undmcituum Total 2E403 1E+0
{IRecepiex Total 2E-03 1E+00
- = Mot v ot ik Acros A e o egart Acoes A8 o
Nt = Nol Applicable
Clympia Cancer Riak with CelEPA unit risk for TCE Tole Btood Hi = MIA
Totmt Cargiovascular Ht = NI,
Total Developmantal H = NiA
Tetal Ganacal Touialty HI = NiA
Tatal GI Systewn HI = [
Total invmune System HI = A
Tokal KGdrwey HE = A
Tokuh Liver HI = 1E+00
TokM Nevvous Sysiem HI = 1E~DD
Totel Skin Hi = WA
Tabdl Respiratory H) = NA

W0 Pagm1aty Inbles 3 [TORME-WAC Ormlle Ras 45




Attachment 7.2

L2004-290



TABLE 1

EXPOEUAE POMT CONCENTRATION SLMMARY

Scanaria Timedfraems: Cuorrent

une Mwdium: ndnar Al

REASUNABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLE G4t SUPERFLND SITE - OU-2

Mmsdmarn
Exposum Point Chawnical of Unis | Amnmatie | d5% oL | o Foird Concacirah
Poluntial Concam Metn | [isroukon) | (Quaites vakm Linis Statiste Rationale
{1
Drnmy Averus Arsa
1,1,1-Trichiorathans WA MEA A Ty 14E+02 vym Mix
2-Butanone A A N WA SBE+N ugim Max
Teirathiorosthans WA A WA NA 1.3E+01 uphn” W
Tokane NA WA, HiA WA 12002 i Max
Trichbrovhens WA, WA 11’8 A LIE0 wint* Max
(1) Rusiorain: T masmm ek TPEST A St In 1989 ang 1991 Mave bean ubed for Ecreaaing
J = Estivaited Conosntratian EPC = Expogure Ponl Concentrstion
WA = i i sd Concantn ioh RME =R Mazimum Exp
A = Nat Appicuble CT =Cantml Tehdency
USL = Uppar Confidence Limit

Puga 1881

e [Ta SAEY



Timsirams: Cumenl

wcium: Al

e Mo ngcor Al

TABLE 2
VALUES USED FOR DALY INTAKE CALCULATIONS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXFOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-2

Exposurs Rowte | Recaptor Populstion | Recephor Age Exposuns Point Valuk Unitw Astlardaie Wnbake Equatian/
Rufarencs Model Have
[ Trahion “Teendant pm; Residence woe Teols 1 e WS TR T [Crroric iy réake (COD (ugm™ =
ET 2 hewday USEPA, 2004 LAXETXEFXED
EF 350 cyayBIr USEPA. 2004 CF kAT
ED 4 yRare USEPA, 2004
ATL  |Aveemging Time (Cancen) 25550 days USEPA, 1528
ATH  Javersging Tims (Hon-Canced) 780 days USEPA, 1060
CF Coneraion Faclor 4 ey .-
Chilt FMNCH CA Modeled Conceniration In Air o Table 1 wgAm?® soe Table | Chronic Daity e (COD {ugmY =
ET  |Expraum TIme H Iwasiny USEPA, 2004
EF  |Exposurs Fraquency a5 Ty USEPA, 2004 CF xAT
EQ E Duratian 4 yRals USEPA, 2004
ATL  Jawreging Time {Cancer) 25550 dayn USEPA. 1989
AT-N  JAveragng Time {Nan-Cancer) 2190 days USEPA, 1589
CF Carmmraion Facior 24 hridary -
WRNTOH Page 1 of1 o (Tabie WRME-AN-Fuus]




TABLE 3

NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA — INHALATION

WELLS GAH SUPERFUND SITE
Chamical Chronie! Irhatstion RIC Extrapolatad RIDM Primary Combined RIC : Targat Ovawn(s)
of Potentiad Subriromc Tapst Uncatsinkyodilying
Concam Valie Units Vale Ueits Orawis} Factars Sowoe(s) Duials)
(MMDLYYYYY)
1.1.1-Trichiorosthane Chwonic 2206403 ugh WA A Respiralory 300¢ RIS 112004
- BLAANONE Chyoric 5.00E+D3 ugim® A WA, Davelopments 300 RIS 22004
»-1,2-Dichiomoethens Chronic 200E+D2 ugim® WA A Lived 30 RIS W2004
strachiorosthens Chronic 2T0E+02 wm? NiA, WA CNS 100 ATSOR w172004
ohuene Chronic 4.00E+)2 gfm? NA NA CNS 200 WIS 9172004
richiorosthene Chronic 4,008 01 ugtm® NiA NiA CNSLiver 3000 NGEA 12004
IRIS = Intagrated Risk Infonmation System
NCEA = National Canter for Environmanial Assessmant
ATSDR = Agency for Toxic Substanices and Diasass Registry
NA = Net Applicabls
(1 RIC for 1,1-dichiorostherm uned for cis-1,2-dichiorosthene
Page 101

tnbies, e (Totle £ 2)




TABLE 4
CANCER TOXICITY DATA ~ INHALATION

WELLS GEH SUPERFLIND SITE
Chomical Link Risk Inhalatian Cancer Slops Facior | Yeight of Evidence! Uni Risk : nbadstion CSF
of Polential Cancar Gucieling
Concam Vahe Unite Vake Unis Descrition Sowroas) Dateis)
(MMATIINYYYY)
1.1, 1-Trichioroathune HA NiA, WA MiA c RIS B12004
2-Butanone NA NA NA WA 1] RIS 172004
1,2-Dichiorosthwoe NA NA NA NA D WS 172004
strachioroaihans 5 90E-D8 (ug/m® WA N B2 CAlEPA 8172004
ol NeA WA N/A NA D 131} 2004
ihiorosthens 1.1DE-O4 ymy WA NiA c62 NCEA BH/2004
RIS = Integrated Risk Inform ation System EPA Group:
NCEA = Nolional Center for Enwirorynantal Asvassmant A - Human carcinogen
CMIEPA = Calfersia Environmental Protection AQancy £ - Probuble human carcinogen - incicalas that kmitsd buman date sre mvsiskle
N/A = Nat Applcable B2 - Probaiie humian carcinogen - indicrins suflicient svidence in animals and
{1) An atemaiive nhaketion kxicily valus from CeEPA inadecue or N0 Rviiencs In umans
{2E-06 ugim®)") hag been usad 1o provide & range of G - Poazble human carcinogon
: ible risky spaociated wilh ax; -] D = N classifiable s a human carcinogen {by th ofal roube)
trichionoatiens. E - Evidence of noncancinageniciy

Pge 1911 b iy [Tubie 8.7)




TABLES

CALCULATION S CHEMICAL CANCER RIBKE AND NON-CANGER HAZARDA

READMCONMBUE Wlh 1WA S0P OSURE
WELLS GaH MIPERFUND BITE
Exp Foint Exp Rauria Chamicat of EPG CE0uT Ak Non-Cante — l
Patardyl Corcan | Yok Unte | ivmee/Dxponure Concentration, [ o Risk RIVWRIC Haxws Qo]
Wk i Vil [T Wik Linds Yo Unim
Ne Iwdoor N Dpwiry Avanun Area inhalin
1.1,1-Tichioravane | 1E«2 uwgm® 4+ 3E gl i, WA LY 13«07 ughmnd 2.2840) uprmd 40ER
Z-Butmmons AEwH ug'm® 1AE#¥ ug‘ma WA A MA A 4E+1 uptmd S.DE+03 ugimd 1IE02
Talwchiorowthana | 1E+ wgim” 4 2E+0D i 20E40 gmiy 1| ZEEDE 1.2E+01 ughmy H -] up'md 4000
Taksw 1EW2 | wpim” HAE-0 ugind [0 M Y 12E+02 ughnd A DEHOL upml ZREM
Trichlorostrans RE2Y e 30801 upmd 1IE-H omy 1| A5E04 [y E] upim3 406401 uma 2.26-03
Exp. Roul Toll B0 4EH
i
Exposure Point Tats HE08 gy
Wedum Tetal Wik HiA
Wwium Tasl [ 3
Tortal wf Ancagior Mike Amow AL Weda [ Totad o Fscopins Huzurds Acwer A1 Wvds L3
Dty fvarss Arsa Carcer Rink it CHEPA unitoiek e T 3205 ]
wINTUD4

P 1211
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TABLES

CALCULATION DF CHEMICAL CANCER MIERS AHO NON-CANGER HAZARDSE
PREATDHANLE bk iU EXPOBURE

WELLY GiH JUPERFUND SITE
i Twnbirama: Cament
Papulstion: Pkt
wooptar Age: Youny Gl
Wi Exposurs Mellun Expreure Palat Expoavre oww | Chamcal s ERC Cancec Rk Cakoulstions Hon-Gances Huzwd ™ 1
Potmint Cancam [ yele Unie | indakaExpesury Cancantation CAFAIE Rk Canew Rink - RINRIC Hazard Duabiens]|
Yahm Uniw Walun Units Vue Units Yalus Unis
.
L oot Ar Doy Apanun Aiva Inhuladion

1.0.0-MRkNorowmne | 16402 upim® 1.3+ iy WA A WA FIEW2 upmd 22E+03 wmd SGE&
T-Bulsnons L1330 wyim® +SEa wgimy W A WA EXT= ) ugmy S DE+I3 ugim3 1.9E402
Totrachioresthans | 1E+01 wgim® 1.1E+0 w¥my $9E08 womy) *| e2E-08 126+ ugimy 2 M ugima 48E-02
Takne 16402 | upm® 09E#a0 iy LT N A 136402 ugimy [y ) ugimd 20E-H
Trhohian ¢ BE-1 wm® 7.5EA2 up'md 1JE04 [ B.3E-08 e up'm3 +0E1 up'my 2.2E-02

Exp. Roula Total [ AE-01

Espurure Poit Tutal TE4 4E-D)

ure bledium Toeal A WA

Modhum Tolal WA A

Towl of Avoepnr Rikn Acroes Al Med@é A Fotal of Recepivr Hazards Anross Al Made N

Doy Avenist Abd ot Rink with CalEPA anit sk for rc
WINZ P |t fabion s [Table 7.94.RAME-ACRav]



TABLE 7

BUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H BUPERFUND SITE
Timswine: Curant
Populaon: Reskdent
phor Age: Young ChiidiAdul
Mudium Exposure Exposure Chomicat Carcinogenic Risk Nor-Cardnogenic Hazwd Quosent
Muwdium Point, of Pomntial Young Child + Adull Yourg Chid
Goneam ngeston | ohalation |  Derma Exernl | Exposurs Primary ingestan | ohaimion | Dsmel | Exposurs
[Rackation} | Routes Tots Tang! Organ Routes Tatsr |
Al ndoor A Danwy Avinus Arsg

1,1.1-Trichiormethane .- WA - . WA Respiraiory -- 8E02 - ec02
2.Buanone - N - . #UA Dwvelopmentsl “ 1E02 .- 1E02
Tetrachiaroethens . 3E05 . . 3E08 CNS -- 5E-02 -- 6E-02

Telene - A -- . NA CNS - EH -- 2E0
TACOrORIO. . AE-0S . - 4E-05 CNALMer - 2EQ2 - 202

Chemical Tota TE-05 - -- 7E05 - 4EM -- €01

Radiaruclide Tolal

|Expazurs Poit Total TE-05 4

[Exposurs Medium Tolal 7E-08 4E-09
[IMedium Totel TE-05 4E-M1
[irecoptor Tota 7608 401

-~ = Not Evalusied Toul Risk Acroas &ll peciin [ 7eos 1| ot azw acraww A wocia [_se 0|
NIA = Mot Apphcabie il B

Dowsy Avanus Ama Cancer Risk with CalcPA uni risk for TCE| 3505 | Tatw Biaod HI= | WiA

Total Cordiavascular Hi = WA
Tolal Davelopmantal Hi=§  1E-02

Tota Gonorl Toxiay Hi=] N

Total GI System =] A

Tated brmure Systom el WA

Totl KGdney HI = (| aum
Totwl LivarHI = | 2E-2
Tota) Nacvous Symem Hia | 4E01

Tow SkinHI=f N
Total Respirmory M= | 8602

% Fage 1M1 b . TTAROAE-ARC-Cretn Fre




TABLE 8. EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND S5ITE

Dewey Avenue Area
——
Dietected Maximum indoor Air Evaluate via
nalyte Detection (ug/L)| Screening Value (ug/L)’ Modeling?
I, 1,1-Trichloroethane 16 310 No
js=1,2-Dichloroethene 55 b Yes
etrachloroethene 2800 5 Yes
oluene 36 150 No
richloroethene 120 5 Yes
Rifle Range Road Area
Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Detection {ug/L.)| Screcning Vahuz {ug"l.)" Modeling?
etrachlorocthene 23 5 Yes
richloroethene £ 5 Yes

Notes
1. Non-carcinogenic analyte screening values adjusted to a hazard index of 0.1

Page 1 of 1 air.xls [Screening]



TABLE

GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW CROUNDWATLER
Howy's Law  Heary's Law  Novmal Enbalpy of Euthalyy of Hery's Law
GwW GwW Conatuns Reforoncs Boiling vaporization Critical vaparization  Gas Conastant G Houey's Law
GWEPC Temp. Temp.  wsiref tamp. Temp. Point T Temp.  consit Ty Cousiant "wT, Comstant Constant
c, Ts Ty Hy, Ta Ta AH,n Te n AH,.n R, Hx K Hp
Unit:  pgll C K atm-mmel 1 4 K cabmol K  unilow camol  cabmol-K stm-m’mol m-mm/mol-K  unites
Formds  [aput  (0dorscemning) (Te+ 273131 lookup  (ookup+27315)  Jookup lookup fockvp  (Nots T} (Now3} (Nots 9) Hn /(R" Ty
Analyte
kcis-1,2-Dichloeoethana 5.5E+0) 1.O0E+01 28B4 407R-03 29EBHI JIMEHZ  TISEA03  SeE+02 )IBE01  TTIEHD  199BH0 407803 $21E08 175E-01
"mnchlarowthina 2AL+01 1LO0E+0L 233E+02 1.ME-02 198B+02 IS4EH? 3 19B+13  SJ0E+0Z 355E01 S MEH3 199B+00  )A4EQ) E21E-05 TREN
richloromthne 12502 LOOE+0L IMEH  LO3R@ 2B ISOEM2  TSIE«0)  S44EHZ 3TMEC]  83SEH  199E+0 1 O3E-Q2 180 4AIED}
[Taernchiorombans LM L.DOB+H 18182 104802 B2 1S4EHZ  S29BH)  GIEHRE 3 FSEGI 2HEH) I MEHD 1 EEO2 3 21E-0% T.92E-01
[Frichiorosthens 10K+ 1.0QE+L 28B+2 1L.O3E-02 290E+02 160B+02  TSIE+0)  344B407 3T4EH1 0.S5Ev03 IWEH0  1OIE-02 $21E04 4.43E.01
Page Yo e [WLA-CwEwiden]



TABLE ? (coatinued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
= M
Couverton Depthbelow  Depthbelow  Source  SCS soil type SCS sai) type Capillary zone Thickness Vadoss zo0e
Factor Source grade io bottom Pudo o Trench  directly shove i mem punck of canllary Driffusivity Diffugivity soil total
'l Vapor Conc. of ocloped space waier ishie Separstion water mble vadosorope  dimmster Done in nir in water PoroFity
Canv01 Crarn Ly Lt Ly ST‘T 8T, 2 la D, o, oy
Units:  Lm’ ugim’ cm cm om unitieas unitless om am an’s  cnls em’/em®
Fomuly., C'Hy"ComOl  (150r 200 forscreming) o ®)  Lur-le  (Now )0} {Nomw L1 Yookup (Noio 12} lookup fookup (043 for screening)
JAmalyts
kiy-1,2-Dichkroethans 1.00B+0}% Q8IEH L2O0RH 40DE+HIZ  2O0EHZ sC SCL 1 50B-02 100EH T3IEEQR 1.13BOS +30B01
[Totmchloroethtos 1.E+Q3 1.21EHM 1 00E+D2 4008+02 200E+HR &C SCL 1.30B-02 JO00E+0L  TWE0?  KME.06 4.30E-01
Trichlorowthano L.ODE+03 I 1 00E-+H12 4 ME+0Z Z.O0E+12 sC SCL LI0E02 1.00E+DL T.90E-2 9. 19E-06 4.30BE.01
[Torachiaroatimns 1.KE+H3 LAZB+ 2E+2 4 HEHZ 2.00F+02 sC SCL 130802 JO0EH0L T 20E-02 L20E-Ds 4 0E-01
[Trichlamethao 1.00E-+D3 1SIEHZ 2 ME+T 4HE+HZ  2.00B+02 sC SCL 1.508-02 10aE+1  790E02  S0E-0G 4.30E-0¢
Pege 2ol e s [GALA-Ovarburdn]



TABLE 9 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER
Vadose zone Vadose zoae Vadose zone  Capilary zone  Capillary zoce Crpillary zoot  Capiliary zone  Cepiltery zone  Capillary zone  Capilbey 2008 Tom] Crverall
soil water-filled wosl mirefilled  Pifective soil tatad residual soil  sahwated soil  ven Geouchien soil water-filled  soil mirsfilled Eiffictive Effective
parcty porosity  Diffiion Cocff. POty waber conteant  wixy couteni  thape parmneter  parmwity poresity  Diffinson Coeff. Diffugion Coeff)

B [ D [ L L Mo Boncs - D" D

Unie: om'm’ em’*/em® an®le cm’/em? co'Vern? em*em’ upitiess cm’/om® am'/en® coi'f cm’/s
Formuls: (03 forscreenng} 1, =@y [Now 13} (0:43 for screening] book up lookup lockup (Now 15} [ TEY . [Note 1ap (Mot 4)
3.008-1) 1 10E-1] 4. 32B-04 #. J0E-01 1.17E-01 1.33B-0 1.12E-01 3.55E01 1.32E-02 4.30E-D3 2.NED4
3 0E-01 1.368-M 43T 4. 30E-01 L UTE-0 135841 1L.1ZE-DY JASE01 7526402 7.2 8 2904
3.008-0) 1.30E-D) A FLE-04 4.30E-DL LL7E-B] 135B0]1 1.72E-01 1 $3E0L . 32E02 LOTRAS T ME-4
3.00E-3 1. J0E-0) 437804 4.30E-01 1.17e-0] 3.05EQ1 1L T2EN 3.55E-0 152802 7.21E-05 149804
100E.0) 1.30E.01 4. B1EQ4 4 30E-0] 1 17E-0] 3.B5E-01 L. 72E-GI 3.558-401 7. 51E02 T OTEDS 1684
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TABLE 9 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SUALLOW GROUNTIWATER
Arca of Building Pressure Diff.  Vadose zooe soit  Conversion Viscosity of Viscouity of Accelrmation Vadoss zoot soil Vadose zone  Vadoae zooe
Eosclomd Space Vantilation betwesn wil & satursted hydrsubic  Factor waler st wraber ot Deunsity dus o intringic rmridual 20il  effictive todal
Below Grads Rate eoclosed apace  canshactivity brioa 1°C  gysuom temmp. of watar govity  pormesbility  water cotert fhiid annerationll
As Qritiing AP K Comvl2 2% 1] Ku Pw § ks O, 9,
Unity: o’ an’h weend cou/hr viv gemen ¢/om- gfem’ /s’ o’ o’ umitloss
Fossuls:  (Noke 2) {36333 for scrwoning) (40 For screoning) Sookup (Noto 15) (0999 for scremning) (Nota 17} laokup (Now 18)
[usalyie
eis-3,2-Drichboccwtiena 1.69E+06 5.53E+ 4.008+01 5 S0E-DI 1602403 1MIP-0Z 131E-2 9 E-0 9.518+02 2OAB-09 & JOB-02 6 46E-0)
Teomchloronhans 1.69E+06 $.63E+04 Q0B+ 5.50E-01 IGEH3  1IEQ2 131E02 9.90E0) 5 BIE+02 104E-09 5. J0E-02 §46B-0)
[Trcklarosthens 1.69E+06 5,635 +04 A00EH0] 5.50E-B1 IGORHS  ).3IE0Z 131E-02 SPED 9 BIE+02 204E-017 & 30E.02 5 46E-0)
‘anchionsadiens 1.698+406 563E+04 4 00E+01 1.508-01 1SBHII | MIE02 13IE-02 9.99E.01 9 OEHR TE-09 6.30E-02 G AGE-OL
‘nchloroathans 1.69B+06 S.63EvDA #(0E+01 4.50E-01 1.60B+0) 1L.MED2 L.3FE-02 5. 99E-GL 9NEH2 1 ME09 &30E-02 S46E-0L
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TABLE 9 {coutinued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Vadose zone  Vadow zone soil Vadose zooe sl Floor-wall Vpor Avg Vapor Foundation  Crack Effecti
van Geouchten  welstivasir  offective vapor cam wiscarity st Coack depth Total ancs Crack-tototal  Eqavaleot  Flow Rtz ot Slab Diffution
shape parametsy  permeshility pormeability persticter avig ol temp. below grads of cracks sreavatio  crack mdios loto Bldg Thicknesa Coeff
orak
M, kg k, Ko [ Lot Ay " Tawi Qi Lonaz D
Usits:  unitiess unitiess om’ an gomr am e’ unitlers an cm'ns a cm’/s
Formuls: Iookup (Note 19) Mote 20) (3844 fir soroening)  D.0001(T,298 15)0.5 (= Ly for scoemmiengt) (5B4 far seromning)  AmalAa  ilAcems)  (Nots$) (15 for scromming) {Mote 1)
JAnulyta
eir-1.2-Dichloronthens 2.48B-01 5 428-01 1.19E-09 3 34E+0) 1. 75E-04 2.00E+02 A44B02 2.I7E-M 999602 13M4E01 1.50E+H 45384
‘vinschlarostheoe 2 ABE-01 $42E-01 1.10E-04 184EHA 1 T5E-04 2.00B+02 IBEHZ TITE-4 9RO THED) 1.50E+H 437R4M
: 2 4EE-D1 342E01 1.10E-09 3 S4E+0) L TSE-04 2.00E+02 3 BAEH2 2 ITE-04 999E02  TMENL 1508+ 491B04
mischlonspivne 2ME0L 147E-01 L I0E-p9 184E+H03 LTIE-M 2.00B+{2 3 B4EHRY 227E-04 999E-02  7.34E-0l 1.308+0) 43TB-0
Trichiorelune 2.48E-01 5,42E.01 1.LOB-09 34E+03 L.75E-04 2 00B+02 3 BB} 2ITE-O4 999802  TI4BD| 1.50E+01 4BIE-D4
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TABLE 9 (coatinued)
GRDUNDWATER TO INDOOR ALR

SHALLOW CROUNDWATER

Infinite Sourco  Lafinite

Indaor Source
Adtenuation Cocll. Bldg. Cowe:
% Cocibiun
Units: unitiess pg/’
Formas: (Mows 5) Crames "0
phatyte
kei3-1,2-Dachlorosthens $ATR.0¢ 95002
[ Towrackiorwthana 945B-06 1.1E+01
[Trichlonmthene S918.06 $3B-0)
‘wirachlorowthwne 9 A5E-06 18E-M
L 9.91E-D6 3 3E-02
V22004

Notes:
Rufervace: Ur's Guids for the Joknaam and Entugwr {199 1) Mosdel for Subswefrce Fapor [nerusion imo Buildtngs, USEPFA, Septembes 1997,
{17 Assumed squivalont ta D, of soil byer § in comiact with the Boor
(2) For pchotning, axnumy a trnch 4 f deep, 1 B wide, and 30 ft long.
(3} Dapth 1 water table minug Jdapth 80 batiom of Floor must be > dicknest of capyilary fnngs, which i bused on tha 1od) type (typ. around 30 am). Lise 400 ¢ fae presning purposns.
(4) Dy e Ly / (ilwr - L - Lo} (0. + L /D)
(5) Quvn = APk, *Ly) fliy ; 604 Erovn sbove caference
(6} & = D™ A Q"L 1D T A/ (Qus* L7 1}+L] ; st 10 roviriamecn (Poclat ouenbir i infinits)

(7) Afunctioo of the mio Ty/To: riav B
.57 .30
057071 0.T4(TyT)-0 116
=07t o4l

{8) aH, gy = 0Ty TeM-T TS
(%) By ~ EXP-AH /R U T 1T He
{10) Refiex 0 12 SCS 30il types - whe 5O for scrwening.
{11y Refer 0 12 $CS 90il typus - me SCL for scresning.
(12) Lo = 0.L5/(0.2° D}
(13) 2,7 =0, "0, P D)0 )
(14 D&" o.pum}”cwmm”’-‘k’}
(15) By =8B a B, L JZ*1), whies the valise 2 ia the Fcmule o uded fox serwening, but may be refined based on soil pammoten (1 USEFA. 199%).
(16} Uy =phai * Ty faasas
() ky =K " UComl2®p, f(p. * §)
18) S =@, 0,1/ (1 -0y
(15} by =2 - S0 £ (15, Y
a0 k, =k, ¥ o nots that tha moded ik very et io this paremater 374 if vite-spaeitht waloes st aviilable, Sy ahould be ooel.
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TABLE 10
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
WELLY BEM SUPERFIND SITE - OU-2

Tiwirame: Cutrant
Groundwaier
e Mmdlim: indoor A
= ChS Chamical Wakvam Masmum Unila Locailon Datectian Range of Concantrasan " ] ] Poteriisl [ COPC |  Rabonals for
Point Number Corcantration | Concaniretion of Mamirtun Fraquancy Delaclion Used for Vlun Toxicity Vahs | ARARUTEC | ARMUTEC | Feg Baluciion or
[ (Qusiing Contaniraiion Ui Screening {H) ik Soucs | (vM) Dalion
Lo U] ] (L] ) L]
Dawerry Aveni Ales 150-58-2  |cis-1.2-Cichicrmethene A S.B8E-O2 g WA MiA WA 956402 A 2T N WA WA N BEL
{a) 127-18-4 | Telrchorowihene NA 20E+1 uger? Ni& A, WA 2.JE«0 A 1.1 A WA Y ASL
75-01-8 | Trichiresirnne A 43601 vpir? NA, NA A S.3E-1 NiA, et C A, NA Y ASL
Rifls Ranpe Aosd Ares | 127-18-4 | Termchiomoasthene: WA 1.8E.01 ugint’ WA WA A 1.5E-01 MA 047 C LY A H B3l
{m 79-01-8 |Trchiomettwne WA A5E-02 ugim' WA A, A 3 5E2 M o7 C WA A Y ASL

{n} Patnr i aet for sampls grougings.
Allcanbminants dwIBCIBG It QrOURWELAT Sxpaauns pobiks with Harvy's Liny canstants #1E-05 sm-nimal and momculsr weights <200 pimm) have besn Nncuded,

(1] Tha rOn ot 10 Nd00r air v b p baed Iy thoe o C L Delnfions: GOPC = Chwmical of Polsnial Concem
Rafarin Twls 8 505 MOt de3ulll ARARUTEC = Appicabi of Rabiant and Approprists Fag fTa Ba G d
(20 Maxiuah CONGCROTEIIN wasd TOf REring. PRG = Prediminary Remadial Qoal
[3) Rehw o rling or gourd di k hA = Nol Applcabis ar Nat Avelabis
(%) USEPA Raglon b PRGS for mmpmnt air (adusted i sn hazam quokien = ¢.1 lnr noncarcinogens), Octobar 4, 2002, J = Entimeted Valus
PRO for cia-1.2-dchintvathene has been used kor 1,2-dichioreedhans (atal). T & Canaganic
{5 Rationaln Codea: Saspction R Atm pLavels {ASL) N = Hendoarminogenic
Na Screaning Level (WEL)
Ouiadon Rewaan: Ho Toxicky eemation INTX)
Balow Scrsening Level (BSLH
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TABLE 11

CALCIMATION OF CHEMIGAL CANCEN RISHA AND NON-CANCER. MAZARTHS

REABORABLE MAXSILIM EXFOBURE
WELLS GRH SUPERFUND 3ITE
Tivairama: Cumend
Fopustion: Rssident
+ Al
Madum Expusure Madim Expaaucs Pt Expanurs Rou Chwmicat of Coanvemr Rlivk, G uiculatne Non-Cunced Hazsrd Cakcuhwiiens
Polwbal Coneam | yaiue unia  JintataEapiture Conowniration G ik Eancer Rk | intabow/Eag Mazand Cluelani]
Vlpn Lnim Vilus [ Wit Uniim Vi [T
—
A Indoar Ar Dwmay Avsrue Ates Jhalalion
Torschiorosthons | I+ ugm? TOE+N w3 SSE-0F upy) | eZEDS T1EsH ugim LTEA2 ugm3 THEG2
Trichiors sl SEDY g LTEN ugm3 1.RE-04 wpmy) | 1D S1E01 wyimd LOEH upimd 13E02
Eup. Rauts Tetd X1 $E-02
Eaposure Poini Towl AEDS +E-03
WiNe Munge Read Nee Inhiathon
Triohknoathene AE02 vgrm® 12E-88 ugpm3 13EH lugm®p 1.3E-M J4E-02 upimd DEP1 upmd JAE
Exp. Mowts Tetald 1E-M =7
Expasurs Paint Teml 1K WE-04
Wiychurn Total WA A
intacium Tote Wk sk
Tatal i Meourer RIS Aoiods A ksl Wik Totsl 8T FA0MItT Hitarels boroma Al Moy WA

Dy Aurarie drws Goncae Risk Wi CHEPA ik rien tor ToE]__aE08 ]
Rite Rangs Read Ares Cancer #itk Wih CUEPA unk dex e e[ dE08 |

Paps19f1
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TABLE 12

CALCULATION Off CHENRCAL CANCER FIBIE AND NDN-CANCER HAZARDE

REABDNABLE WA EXPOSURE

YVELLS GAH SUPERFUND SITE

Webius. xhe Table 7.RME -]

Paint Ex Rauls Chemical ol EPC Canosr P CUoUMENE Honh-Cancer Hazerd Culou sions
Polental Caretam ke Linity [2 COFAME Fisk [TERY N [T R —— RAIC Haead Cusiiend
Vs i Vakis [T Ve Lioite Valus Links
R
A Intlor Abr [y ——rT— mhaleten
Tatrmohioro s ZE+H ugm® 1.8E+00 wimi B9E-8 {upm®y 1.0E-0 2.1E+0 uimy 2.TE0 upml THENE
Tridhlorshena E0 e’ 43E-02 wm 1AEG4 tumi} 1] anE08 S1E-01 ugim3 A0EL01 upied 13602
Exp. Rouls Towd -4 VE-02
Expasuns Pairt Totsl 2E-00 E-02
Rits Rungs Road Afea Inhalation
Trichisraamans 2 ugim® 24E-03 ugimy LIE-D4 wpmd 1| 32647 14E02 P ] LDED1 upim3 LA
Exp. Rows Total SEOT AE-4
Expasure Point Towl JEOT SE-04
-
[Emisurs Wediim Tetal A 7
nciu Totnl WA N
Total of Rucaginc Rivi Acreas Al Shedin WA Tokal ot Flacbiior Hazirdt v A Wad Mk,
Deowey Avunun Arsn Canoer Risk with CMEFPA DhR ek fad
mmmamm.«mmwmmuwrt
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TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKE AND HAZARDS FOR COPCa

REASONABLE MAXMUM EXPUSURE

WELLS GEH SUPERFLUND SITE
Timsirame; Curment
Population: Raakiant
Age; Young ChikuAdut
Madium Exposuce Exposae Chamical Carcnogenic Risk Hon-Carcinopenic Hazsd Quatient
Madium Point of Potenilal Young Child + Adult Young Chid
Canom Ingewtion Inhalation Dermal Extamal Exporun Primary ngaation Inhatation (rarmal Exponse
{Radindion) | Roubes Teis Targat Orgen Routes Total
Nr ndoar Alr Dwway Avenue ANe
Tetrmchiomuthens - SEOS - SE-0% CHE .. BEL2 - BE-2
Trichiorosthans - 2605 - - 2E05 CNSLIvar 1602 . 1E-02
C Total .- €05 -~ - BE-05 - QE02 - 9E-02
Rackonucsds Total
Exposurs Print Totel SEOS BE-02
Exposuy Medium Total 8E-05 SE-0Z
dwcdim Total 2E-0% BE-02
[rcwpio Tow 05 E02
-+ w Hot Evashusind Totak Risk Across AN Media TdiHﬂdAmAllM!dl

WA = Mot Applicatie

Darwary Avareas Arga Cancer Rlak with CAIEPA unil risk for TOE

Pep 1001

Tobel Blogd Hl =

Total Cardiavmacuiar HI =
Tolal Davelopmental H =
Todal Genaal Toxicty HI =
Tobal {34 Systen Hi =
Tolal irvmiue Systa. HI =
Total Fidney HI =

Tednl Liver HI =

Tolw Narvous System HI =
Tobed Skin Hi =

Total Reapiratory HI =

NiA

[0

NiA
A
MA
A
A

1E-02

SE-02

WA

WA
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TABLE A8-1. LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

SITE FEATURES

REQUIREMENTS

ORIGINAL
STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND
APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS

SECOND
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

RCRA - Location Standards (40 CFR
264.18). Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2

Applicable

This regulation outlines the requirements
for constructing a RCRA facility on a
100-year floodplain.

A facility located on a 100-year floodplain
must be designed, constructed, operated,
and maintained to prevent washout of any
hazardous waste by a 100-vear flood,
unless waste may be removed safely
before floodwater can reach the facility, or
no adverse effects on human health and
the environment would result if washout
occurred.

These requirements remain
applicable. The ROD assumed
that remediation facilities would
be located outside the floodptain
or designed to allow quick
mobilization out of the area and
to prevent damage by initial
floodwaters. The management
of RCRA regulated wastes takes
place outside the floodplain.

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

CWA - Section 404 Dredge and Fill

Requirements (Guidelines at 40 CFR 230).

Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2

Applicable

For activities under Section 404
jurisdiction, the governing regulations
favor practicable alternatives that have
less impact on wetfands. 1f no mitigated
practicable alternative exists, impacts must
be mitigated.

Activities at the Source Areas
governed by this requirement
are complete. No PRP facility is
proposing to conduct dredge and
fill operations.

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

Wetlands Executive Order (EOQ 11990),
Altermatives SC-10 and MOM-2

Applicable

Under this Executive Order, federal
agencies are required to select alternatives
that minimize the destruction, loss or
degradation of wetlands, and preserve and
enhance natural and beneficial values of
wetlands. If no practicable alternative
exists impacts must be mitigated

Activities at the Source Areas
governed by this requirement
are complete. No PRP facility is
proposing wotk in a wetland.
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TABLE A8-1. LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS

WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1
ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory Floodplains Executive Order (EQ 11888). Applicable Federal agencies are required to reduce the { Activities at the Source Areas
Requirements Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2 risk of flood loss, to minimize impact of governad by this requirement
floods, and to restore and preserve the are completed. No PRP facility
natural and beneficial value of floodplains. | is proposing further work in the
In addition, practicable alternatives must floodpiain.
be selected that have less impact on
wetlands.
Federal Regulatory Protection of Archaeological Resources (32 | Starus not These regulations develop procedures for | Archeological resources were
Requirements CFR 219}. Alternative SC-10 provided in the protection of archasological resources, | not discovered during response
ROD actions and are not expected to
be in the future.
State Regulatory Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Applicable These requirements control regulated Activities at the Source Areas
Requirements Requirements {310 CMR 10.00), activities in freshwater wetlands, 100 year | governed by this requirement
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2 floodplains, and 100 foot buffer zones are complete. No PRP facility is
beyond these arcas. Regulated activities proposing work in a wetland.
include virtually any construction or
excavation activity. Performance
standards are provided for evaluation of
the acceptability of various activities.
State Regulatory Massachusetts Waterways Licenses (310 Applicable Contrels dredging, filling, and other wotk | The centralized treatment
Requirements CMR 5.00). Altemative MOM-2 in water of the Commonwealth, facility for the Wells G&I1
Source Areas is ne longer a
component of the remedy;
therefore, these requirements are
not applicable to OU-1.
State Regulatory Inland Wetland Orders (302 CMR 6.00). Relevant and Defines wetland areas, establishes The centralized treatment
Requirements Alternative MOM-2 Appropriate encroachment lines along waterways or facility is no longer a
floodplain areas, and regulates activities in | component of the remedy;
these areas. therefore, these requirements are
not relevant and appropriate.
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TABLE A8-1. LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
State Regulatory Operation and Maintenance and Relevant and Insures the proper operation and These requiretnents remain
Requirements Pretreatment Standards for Waste Water Appropriate maintenance of waste water treatment relevant and appropriate. Proper

Treatment Works and Indirect Discharges facilities including operation and operation, maintenance,

(314 CMR 12.0). Alternative MOM-2 maintenance, sampling, and discharges. sampling and discharge
procedures are being complied
with at the UniFirst, Grace and
Wildwood facilities.
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TABLE A8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1
ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory SDWA - Maximum Contaminant Levels Refevant and MCLs have been promulgated for a The MCL for arsenic in drinking
Requirements {MCLs) Appropriate number of common organic and inorganic | water has decreased since the
{40 CFR 141.11 - 141.16) contaminants. These levels regulate the 1988 Endangerment
conceniration of contaminants in public Assessment. Manganese was
drinking water supplies, but may also be not onginally identified as a
considered relevant and appropriate for COC in groundwater, but
groundwater aquifers potentially used for concentrations have historically
drinking water. exceeded the secondary MCL.
Arsenic and manganese
concentrations in QU-1 should
be further evaluated to
determine if currently associated
wilh a risk above regulatory
guidelines, Groundwater is not
being used at OU-1;
nonetheless, these requirements
remain relevant and appropriate.
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TABLE A8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1
ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RIFS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory RCRA - Maximum Concentration Limits Relevant and RCRA MCLs provide groundwater The MCL for arsenic in drinking
Reguirements (MCLs} (40 CFR 264.94) Appropriate protection standards for 14 common water has decreased since the
contaminants. All are equal to the SDWA 1983 Endangerment

MClLs for those contaminants.

Assessment. Manganese was
not originally identifted as a
COC in groundwater, but
concentrations have historically
exceeded the secondary MCL.
Arsenic and manganese
concentrations in OU-1 should
be further evaluated to
determine if currently associated
with a nisk above regulatory
guidelines. Groundwater is not
being used at OU-1;
nonetheless, these requirements
remain relevant and appropriate.

Federal Reguiatory
Requirements

CWA - Ambient Water Quality Criteria
{AWQC) - Protection of Freshwater
Aquatic Life, Human Health - Fish
Consumption

Relevant and
Appropriate

AWQC are developed under the Clean
Water Act (CWAY) as guidelines from
which states develop water quality
standards. A more stringent AWQC for
aquatic life may be found relevant and
appropriate rather than an MCL, when
protection of aquatic organisms is being
considered at a site,

Ambient Water Quality Criteria
have been updated since the
1989 RO (EPA-822-R-(02-047,
November 2002 and EPA.§22-
F-03-012, December 2003).
These criteria remain relevant
and appropriate,
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TABLE A8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1
ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RUFS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
State Regulatory Massachusetts Drinking Water Regulations | Relevant and Massachusetts MCLs establish levels of The MCL for arsenic in drinking
Requirements Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs} Appropriate contaminants allowable in public water water has decreased since the
{310 CMR 22.00) supplies. They are essentially equivalent to | 1988 Endangerment
SDWA MCLs. Assessment. Manganese was
not originally identified as a
COC in groundwater, but
concentrations have historically
exceeded the secondary MCL.
Arsenic and manganese
concentrations in QU-1 should
be further evaluated to
determine if currently associated
with a risk ahove regulatory
guidelines. Groundwater is ot
being used at OU-1;
nonetheless, these requirements
remain relevant and appropriate.
State Regulatory Massachusetts Groundwater Quality Relevant and These standards consist of groundwater These standards remain relevant
Requirements Standards (314 CMR 6.00) Appropriate classifications which designate and assign | and appropriate.
the uses of Commonwealth groundwaters,
and water quality criteria necessary Lo
substain these uses. There is a
presurnption that all groundwaters are
Class I
Attachment 8 3




TABLE AS8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Criteria, Guidance, | EPA Risk Reference Doses (R{Ds) TBC RfD}s are dose levels developed by the The toxicity values for
Advisories to be EPA for noncarcinogenic effects, manganese and arsenic in
Considered drinking water have decreased
Other toxicity values have changed also. since the 1988 Endangerment
See text. Assessment. Manganese and
arsenic concentrations in QU-1
should be further evaluated to
determine if associated with a
risk above regulatory guidelines.
While groundwater is not being
used at QU-1, these
requirements remain TBCs .
EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group TBC Potency Factors are developed by the EPA | These requirerhents remain
Potency Factors from Health Assessments or evaluationby | TBCs.
the Carcinogen Efforts Assessment Group.
Note that potency factars have changed
since the Endangerment Assessment. See
text for additional information.
Massgachusetts Drinking Water Health TBC MADEP Health Advisories are guidance These guidelines remain TBCs.
Advisories criteria for drnking water.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1
ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory RCRA - General Facility Requirements (40 | Relevant and General facility requirements outline These requirements remain
Requirements CFR 264.10 264.18). Altemnatives SC-10 Appropriate general waste security measures, relevant and appropriate and

and MOM-2.

inspections, and training requirements.

have been complied with,

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

RCRA - Incineration Requirements (40
CFR 264 Subpart 0). Alternative SC-10,

Relevant and
Appropriate

Principal Organic Hazardous Constituents
{PQHC) are to be destroyed to 99.99
percent destruction and removal
efficiency, stringent particulate and HCL
limits are imposed.

The Explanation of Significant
Differences (ESD) eliminated
on-site incineration component
required by the ROD in favor of
eff-site incineration and disposal
of sail from Wildwood, NEP
and Olympia. In-situ
volatilization of soil would be
used on the UniFirst property.
Therefore, thesc requirements
are no longer relevant and
appropriate.

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions (40
CFR 268). Alternatives 8C-10 and MOM-2

Relevant and
Appropriate

Provides treatment standards and
schedules goveming land disposal of
RCRA wastes and of matenials
contaminated with or derived from RCRA
wastes.

The ESD eliminated on-site
incineration component required
by the ROD in favor of off-site
incineration and disposal of soil
from Wildwood, NEF and
Olympia. [n-situ volatilization
of soil would be used on the
UniFirst property. Therefore,
these requirements are no longer
relevant and appropriate.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory TSCA - PCB Incineration Requirements Applicable Contaminated soil in excess of 50 ppm The ESD ¢liminated on-site
Regquirements (40 CFR 761.70{a)(2) (b). Alternative PCB concentration must be incinerated to | incincration component required
SC-10, a 99.9999 percent destruction efficiency. by the ROD in favor of off-site
incineration and disposal of soil
from Wildwood, NEP and
Olympia. Therefore, these
requirements are no longer
applicable.
Federal Regulatory RCRA - Generator and Transporter Relevant and Provides standards for packing and These requirements remain
Requirements Responsibilities (40 CFR 262 and 263). Appropriate accumulating hazardous waste prior to off | relevant and appropriate.
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2. site disposal.
Federal Regulatory RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions (40 Relevant and Provides treatment standards and The ESD eliminated on-site
Requirements CFR 268). Allernative SC-10. Appropriate schedules goveming land disposal of incineration component required

RCRA wastes and of materials
contaminated with or derived from RCRA
wastes.

by the ROD in favor of off-siie
incineration and disposal of soil
from Wildwood, NEP and
Olympia. In-situ volatilization
of soil would be used on the
UniFirst property. Therefore,
these requirements are no longer
applicable.

Federal Regulatory
Requircments

RCRA - Container Requirements (40 CFR
264 Subpart I). Altermatives SC-10 and
MOM-2.

Retevant and
Appropriate

This regulation sets forth RCRA
requirements for use and management of
containers at RCRA facilities.

Thesc requirements remain
relevant and appropriate and
have been complied with. On-
site treatment systems continue
to generate RCRA regulated
waste materials and must
comply with container
requirements. .
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1
ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory DOT - Transportation of Hazardous Waste | Relevant and Those regulations set forth DOT These requirements are off-site
Requirements Requirements (49 CFR 171 179). Appropriate requirernents for transportation of requirements and are not
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2. hazardous waste. These are generally ARARs per sc. All applicable
identical to RCRA requirements at 40 requirements will be met,
CFR 263.
Federal Regulatory RCRA - Tank Requirements (40 CFR 264 | Relevant and Provides design and operating These requirements remain
Requirements Subpart J). Alternative 8C-10, Appropniate requiremnents for RCRA waste treatment relevant and appropriate. Note
facilities utilizing tanks. that none of the PRP sites
maintain hazardous waste tanks
at this time.
Federal Regulatory RCRA - Preparedness and Prevention (40 | Relevant and This regulation outlines requirements for These requircments remain
Requirements CFR 264.30 264.31). Ahemarives SC-10 Appropriate safety equipment and spill control. relevan! and appropriate and
and MOM-2, have been complied with,
Federal Regulatory RCRA - Contingency Plan and Emergency | Relevant and This regulation outlines the requirements These requirements rermain
Requirements Procedures (40 CFR 264.50 264.56). Appropriate for emergency procedures to be used relevant and appropriate and

Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2,

following explosions, fires, eic,

have been complied with.

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

RCRA - Manifesting, Recordkeeping, and
Reporting (40 CFR 264.70 264.77).
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2,

Relevant and
Appropriate

This regulation specifies the
recordkeeping and reporting requirements
for RCRA facilities.

These requirements remain
relevant and appropriate and
have been complied with.

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

RCRA - Closure and Post Closure (40
CFR 264 Subpart G). Altemnative SC-10.

Relevant and
Appropriate

This regulation details the specilic
requirements for closure and post-closure
care of hazardous waste facilities.

Closure requirements may be
relevant and appropriate to soil
¢lean ups.

Federal Regulatory
Requirements

OSHA - General Industry Standards (29
CFR 1910). Alternatives SC-10 and
MOM-2.

Applicable

This regulation specifies the & hour, time -
weighted average concentration for
various organic compounds and 2 PCB
compounds; site control procedures;
training; and protective clothing
requirements for worker protection at sile
remediations,

These requirements are not
environmental standards and
therefore, are not ARARs.
However, they are health and
safety requirements that are
required to be met.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory OSHA - Safety and Health Standards (29 | Applicable This regulation specifies the type of safety | These requirerents are not
Requitements CFR 1926}. Altematives SC-10 and equipment and procedures to be followed environmental standards and
MOM.2. during construction and excavation therefore are not ARARs,
activities, However, they are health and
safety requirements that are
required to be met.
Federal Regulatory OSHA - Recordkeeping, Reporting and Applicable The regulation outlines the recordkeeping | These requirements are not
Requirements Related Regulations (29 CFR 1904). and reporting requiremnents for an environmental standards and
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2. employer under OSHA. therefore are not ARARs.
However, they are health and
safety requirements that are
required (0 be met.
Federal Regulatory TSCA - Marking of PCBs and PCB Ttems | Applicable 50 ppm PCB storage areas, storage iterns, | These requirements have been
Requirements {40 CFR 761 40 761.79). Altermative and transport equipment must be marked complied with.
SC-14. with the HI. mark.
Federal Regulatory TSCA - Storage and Disposal (40 CFR Applicable This requirement specifies the The storage requirements were
Requirements 761.60 761.79), Alternative SC-10. requirements for storage and complied with during soil
disposal/destruction of PCBs in excess of | excavation. Disposal
50 ppm. These PCB-contaminated soils requirements were not
would have to be disposed of or treated in | applicable since soil was
a facility permitted for PCBs, in shipped off-site.
compliance with TSCA regulations.
Treatment must be performed using
incineratian or some other method with
equivalent destruction efficiencies,
Federa] Regulatory TSCA - Records and Reports (40 CFR Applicable This regulation outlines the requirements These requirements were
Requirements 761.18 761.185). Altemative SC-10. for recordkeeping for storage and disposal | complied with.
of >50 ppm PCBs.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory CAA - National Air Quality Standards for | Applicable This regulation specifies maximum These requirements are not
Requirements Total Suspended Particulates (40 CFR primary and secondary 24 howr ARARs, but rather the
129.105, 750). Alternatives 8C-10 and concentrations for particulate matter, regulations promulgated by
MOM-2, states as part of their state
implementation pursuant to
standards, and would be
applicable.
Federal Criteria Guidance | RCRA - Proposed Air Ermission Standards TBC This proposal would set performance These requirements are TBC for
Advisories 10 be for Treatment Facilities (52 FR 31748, standards for RCRA treatment facility air the Wildwood vapor collection
Considered February 5, 1987). Altematives SC-10 and emissions, system and are being complied
MOM-2. with,
Federal Criteria Guidance | EPA Groundwater Profection Strategy. TBC EPA Classifies groundwater into three Wells G&H aquifer is a Class [1
Advisories to be Alternative MOM-2. categories depending on current, past or B aquifer - potentially useable
Considerad potential use. This serves as a guide for aquifer. At the end of
protection of the resource, remediation, the MOM
alternative will attain standards
for Class I1 B aquifers.
Federal Criteria Guidance | USEPA office of Solid Waste and TBC Establishes guidance on the control of air These requirements are TBC for
Advisories to be Emergency Response, Directive 9355.0-28; emissions from air strippers used at the Wildwood vapor collection
Considered Air Stripper Control Guidance. Alternative Superfund sites for groundwater reatment. | system and are being complied
MOM-2, with.
State Regulatory Massachusetts Certification for Dredging Applicable Establishes water quality-based standards | The Central Area treatment
Requirements and Filling (314 CMR 9.00). Alternative for filling activities (CWA Section 401). facility is no konger a
MOM-2, component of the remedy;
therefore these requirements are
not applicable.
State Regulatory Surface Water Discharge Permit Program Applicable Provides pernutting process for surface These requirements remain
Requirements Requirements (314 CMR 3.00). Altemative water body point discharges. This applicable and have been
MOM-2. requirement is generally identical to CWA | complied with.
NPDES.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
State Regulatory Surface Water Quality Standards (314 Applicable This regulation consists of surface water These requirements remain
Requirements CMR 4.00) Alternative MOM-2. classifications which designate and assign | applicable and have been
uses, and water quality criteria necessary complied with.
to sustain the designated uses.
State Regulatory Groundwater Quality Standards (314 CMR | Applicable This regulation consists of groundwater This requirement remains

Requirements

6.09) and Groundwater Discharge Permit
Program (314 CMR 5.00). Alternative
MOM-2.

classifications which designate and assign
uses, and water quality criteria necessary
to sustain the designated uses.

applicable. Class | groundwater
quality criteria will be achieved
at the end of the remediation
process.

State Regulatory

Air Emission Limitations for Unspecified

Relevant and

Unspecified source with the potential to

These requirements are relevant

Requirements Sources of Volatile Otganic Compounds Appropriale emit 100 tons/year of VOCs must install and appropriate for the
(310 CMR 7.18{17)) Altermative MOM-2. "Reasonably Available Control Wildwood vapor collection
Technelogy" (RACT). systern and are being complied
with.
State Regulatory Hazardous Waste Management Refevant and These regulations provide comprehensive | The requirements sermain
Requirements Requirements (310 CMR 30.00). Appropriate monitoring, storing, recordkeeping, etc. relevant and appropiiate. Since
Alternatives 5C-10 and MOM-2. programs at hazardous waste sites. the Source Area (OU-1)
treatment systcm contintes to
generate RCRA regulated
wasles.
State Regulatory Hazardous Waste Incinerator Air Emission | Relevant and Provides air emission requirements for The ESD eliminated on-site
Requirements Requirements 310 CMR 7.08(4). Appropriate hazardous waste incinerators. Principal incineration component required
Alternative SC-10. Organic Hazardous Constituents (POHCS) | by the ROD in faver of off-site
destroyed to 99.99 percent, PCBs to incineration and disposal of soil
99.9999 percent. Particulate, HCL and CQ | from Wildwood, NEP and
cmissions also controlled. Olympia. Therefore, these
requirements are no longer
relevant.
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TABLE AS8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1
ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS§ FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
State Regulatory Ambient Ajr Quality Standards for the Applicable This regulation specifies dust, odor, and These requirements remain
Requirements Commonwealth of Massachusetts (310 noise emissions from construction applicable and have been

CMR 6.00). Alternatives SC-10 and activities. complied with, Contaminated

MOM-2, soils at UniFirst may still require
removal.

State Regulatory Air Poliution Controls {310 CMR 7.00). Applicable Regulates new sources of air pollution to These requirements are

Requirements Altematives SC-10 and MOM-2. prevent air quality degradation. Requires applicable for the Wildwood
the use of "Best Available Control vapor collection system and are
Technology” (BACT) on all new sources. | being complied with.

State Regulatory Employee and Community Right-to-Know | Applicable Establishes rules for the dissemination of  } These requirements remain

Requirements Requirements {310 CMR 33). Alternatives information related to toxic and hazardous | applicable and have been

SC-10 and MOM-2. substances to the public. complied with.

Federal Regulatory CWA  National Pollutant Discharge Applicable Provides permitting process for surface Treated water is discharged 10 a
Requirements Elimination Systern (NPDES) (40 CFR 122 water body point source discharges. storm sewer at UniFirst.

125). Altematives MOM-2. Compliance monitoring is
conducted monthly. At Grace,
treated water is discharged to
Snyder Creek., Compliance
monitoring is conducted
monthly. Treated water at
Wildwoaod is discharged to the
Abcrjona River. Compliance
monitoring is conducted
monthly, These requirements
remain applicable and are being
complied with,
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APPENDIX

Comments Received from Support Agencies
and/or the Community
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NO COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED
ON THE DOCUMENT.
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